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Summary

English Learner (EL) students have been a key part of California’s K–12 system for
decades. They currently make up about 21 percent of the public school population.
English Learner status is meant to be temporary, and indeed, reclassified English
Learners (those who are deemed English proficient) are among the best-performing
students in the state. But students who remain ELs for longer periods generally have
poor outcomes.

An important aim of recent reforms is to change how we fund, educate, assess, and
hold districts accountable for EL students, and there are more changes on the horizon.
This report highlights key demographic facts about English Learners, their progress
through our schools, recent reforms that aim (at least in part) to narrow the achievement
gap for English Learner students, and ways to improve EL outcomes in the future.

Most English Learner students were born in the United States; the vast majority are
Spanish speakers.

Some English Learner students are reclassified relatively quickly, while others remain
ELs for more than six years. There are new English Learner students entering
California’s schools at every grade level, including grade 12.

The Local Control Funding Formula is designed to elevate performance of English
Learner students. Yet it is challenging to track spending and difficult to attribute
outcomes to increased funding.

The state’s accountability system has expanded district reporting requirements for
English Learner students, but educators and policymakers could monitor progress
more effectively with the use of longitudinal statewide data.

In the coming months, the state will be revamping its reclassification policies. It should
consider three key ways to accelerate the progress of this important group of students.
First, the new reclassification policies should be consistent across districts. Second, the
new policies should take advantage of the new alignment between English language
development standards and the Common Core standards. Finally, the state should
consider allowing reclassification criteria to vary across types of ELs (e.g., students
entering at different grade levels).
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Introduction
In total, more than 40 percent of the students in California’s public schools speak a language other

than English at home. In the 2016–17 school year, 21 percent (or more than 1.3 million) of all students

were English Learners. When students who were formerly English Learners are added in, the

population of “ever ELs” expands to 38 percent of all K–12 students in the state.

Students entering K–12 schools in California are classified as English Learners if they speak a

language other than English at home and score below a proficiency threshold on the California

English Language Development Text (CELDT).  EL status is meant to be temporary—when students

demonstrate sufficient English language proficiency, their official designation changes to

Reclassified Fluent English Proficient (RFEP).

English Learners are meant to have English language development instruction, either in stand-alone

English language development classes (“designated”) or as part of regular instruction (“integrated”).

EL students do receive core subject instruction, but English language development instruction may

mean they have less of it. After they are reclassified, these students no longer receive English

language development instruction and take core subjects without additional support.

In order to be reclassified, students must demonstrate English language proficiency on assessments

administered only to EL students and demonstrate basic skills in English that are comparable to

native English speakers.  Individual school districts make the decision to reclassify EL students

based on a number of criteria recommended by the state.

Student outcome data has long revealed that EL students do not fare as well as their non-EL peers.

Districts and schools with large numbers and/or proportions of EL students tend to have lower

performance than districts and schools with lower numbers and/or shares of EL students. This was a

key motivator for the Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF), enacted in 2013–14. The LCFF sends

more funding per pupil to districts for English Learner and other “high need” students (those who

are economically disadvantaged or foster youth), because these students have greater (and more

expensive) educational needs. In 2017, the California Department of Education (CDE) reported that

85 percent of EL students were economically disadvantaged, as were 79 percent of former EL

students. However, reclassified students perform much better than current EL students, and they

sometimes perform better than students who do not speak a foreign language at home.

Recent policy changes demonstrate broad interest in reforming EL education. The state’s new

academic standards, assessments, and instructional models, as well as a new funding formula are

aimed, at least in part, at closing the EL achievement gap. These myriad policy changes prompted a

group of stakeholders, including the California Department of Education (CDE) to come together to

create a “roadmap” for English Learner policy in the state. The Roadmap’s aim is to help districts

align their accountability plans with guidelines for ELs from the State Board of Education.  In

addition, California voters recently voted overwhelmingly in favor of Proposition 58, which loosens

restrictions on bilingual education offered by districts that date back to the late 1990s.  If schools

and school districts expand their bilingual course offerings, demand for bilingual instructors may

increase.

This report provides a demographic overview of California’s English Learner students, describes a

number of recent educational policy changes that impact these students, and highlights policy

changes and opportunities going forward.
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Who Are California’s English Learner Students?
California’s English Learner students are a diverse group. Of the more than 60 languages spoken,

Spanish is by far the most common: 83 percent of ELs in California schools speak it at home. The

next most common languages are Vietnamese and Mandarin, spoken by 2 percent and 1.6 percent

of EL students, respectively. Arabic, Filipino, and Cantonese each make up about 1 percent of

languages spoken.

Figure 1. Spanish dominates languages spoken by California ELs

SOURCE: CDE Dataquest 2016–17.

Most English Learners are not foreign born. Nationally, the Migration Policy Institute reports that 82

percent of EL students in grades pre-K through 5 are US born. The share of US-born EL students in

grades 6 through 12 is lower (65%),  mainly because of the arrival of older EL students and the

reclassification of many students who started school as ELs. Overall, about 1.5 percent of all EL

students in California have lived in the United States for less than one year. However, this share is

higher among secondary students (2% of 7th and 8th graders and 3.7% of 12th graders).  About 3

percent of all EL students in California have a parent who has moved within the last three years to

pursue employment in agriculture or related industries.

Many US-born EL students come from families with a mix of immigration statuses. The Pew

Research Center estimates that 12 percent of California’s K–12 students have a least one

undocumented parent (Passel and Cohn 2016). In the current political climate, the state

superintendent of instruction has suggested that parents and students should be told that their

schools are safe havens from deportation (Jones 2017), and many school districts with EL student

populations are eager to assure families that their students (and student data) are safe at school.

WHERE ARE THE STATE’S ENGLISH LEARNER STUDENTS?

English Learner students are an important part of the student populations in rural, urban, and

suburban school districts (Figure 2). Almost every county in the state has EL students—the lone

exception is Alpine County, which has only 82 students. The counties with the largest shares of ELs

are Imperial (43%), Monterey (40%), Colusa (38%), and Santa Barbara (33%). Not surprisingly, Los

Angeles, Orange, and San Diego Counties have the largest numbers of EL students.
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Figure 2. EL students live in almost every county

SOURCE: CDE Dataquest, 2016–17.

Of course, it is the distribution of EL students across districts and schools that matters, because it is

at the level of schools and classrooms that most instruction and support is organized. Of the state’s

1,000 school districts, 963 have at least one EL student. The districts with the largest number of ELs

are Los Angeles Unified, with 158,000 (25% of all students) and San Diego Unified, with 31,000 (24%

of all students). Twelve school districts have student populations that are at least 70 percent EL,

while nearly 350 school districts have fewer than 100 EL students. Districts and schools with low

numbers of EL students may find it challenging to provide resources efficiently. Further, districts

with fewer than 15 EL students do not have to report outcomes for them.

Even districts with hundreds or thousands of EL students may contain schools with very small EL

populations. More than 9,900 out of approximately 10,000 schools statewide have at least one EL

student, but there are more than 2,200 schools with fewer than 30 ELs,  which is the threshold for

school-level accountability requirements.

ELs enter school with differing English proficiency levels

A 2004 analysis used statewide data from one point in time to estimate that for half of EL students,

it took about six years to be reclassified (Warren 2004).  More recently, both the National Academy

of Sciences (2017) and the California EL Roadmap (2017) have suggested five to seven years as a

reasonable expectation.

ELs enter the K–12 system with differing levels of English language proficiency (Figure 3). ELs

entering California schools in kindergarten are the least likely to score at the lowest proficiency

level—they are more likely than older entering students to have an intermediate level of fluency.

However, 90 percent of tested kindergarten students are classified as ELs, compared to 76 percent

of 9th graders. Those entering at the beginning of middle school or high school are more likely to

have beginning levels of fluency. As noted above, these students are also more likely to be

immigrants.

9

10



Figure 3. ELs enter California schools with varying levels of English
proficiency

SOURCE: CDE Dataquest 2016-17.

NOTE: Scores on initial CELDT for students scoring below Early Advanced.

A student’s initial level of English language proficiency is related to how long he or she remains an

EL. California recently started recording the number of long-term ELs—students who remain ELs for

six or more years—as well as students who are “at risk” of becoming long-term ELs—those who

remain ELs for four to five years.  The reasoning is threefold: (1) for many students, progress toward

reclassification diminishes the longer they remain in the program; (2) the need for core content

instruction becomes more acute in middle and high school; and (3) there is a stigma associated with

being an EL student beyond elementary school (Olsen 2010). Some districts, such as Los Angeles

Unified, have begun offering specialized instruction for long-term ELs in an effort to accelerate their

progress.

Entering school with a higher level of English fluency generally results in earlier reclassification:

English Learner students who start as kindergartners at higher English language proficiency levels

are reclassified sooner than others (Thompson 2017). The varying strength of EL programs across

districts and schools also plays a role in the amount of time it takes students to be reclassified.

When we examine EL students by grade, we find that many have entered the ranks of reclassified

ELs by the 6th grade but that a nearly equal number have become long-term ELs by that point in

time. At higher grade levels, there are fewer new ELs (enrolled for three years or less) and more

reclassified students. The number of long-term ELs is lower in grades 11 and 12, both because these

students get reclassified and because they are more likely than other students to drop out of high

school.

Figure 4. Some students take many years to reclassify

SOURCE: CDE Dataquest 2016–17.
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Assessing EL Student Performance
The K–12 policy changes that aim to reduce inequality and improve educational outcomes for all

students are particularly important for English Learner students. This section outlines the impact of

these recent changes on English Learners.

ACADEMIC STANDARDS AND ASSESSMENTS

California has adopted a number of new standards—for math, English Language Arts (ELA), science,

and English language development (for ELs)—over the past decade. In addition, there are new

assessments to measure students’ mastery of and progress toward meeting each of these new

standards.

Common Core standards and Smarter Balanced assessments

California adopted the Common Core State Standards in 2010. As has been widely reported, this

transition has been uneven across the state (Warren and Murphy 2014). The Common Core

standards were expected to present additional challenges for EL students due to the increase in

language demands in the new standards, not just in English, but also in mathematics and other

subject areas (Pompa and Hakuta, 2012). If language demands are not adequately addressed

through good curriculum, EL students could miss access to core content. Beginning in 2014–15,

California started administering the new standardized tests that measure student mastery of the

Common Core standards (the Smarter Balanced, or CAASPP).

English language development standards

In 2012, the state adopted new English language development standards for EL students. These

standards are aligned with the Common Core ELA standards.  The transition to the new

assessment, the English Language Proficiency Assessment for California (ELPAC), began in the

2017–18 school year.  Unlike the old English proficiency assessment, the English language

development standards measured are now connected to the Common Core standards. The

expectation is that ELPAC scores tell educators not only how well EL students are progressing on

measures of English listening, speaking, writing, and reading, but also whether they are mastering

the English skills required for core courses. This alignment makes some educators optimistic that EL

students will no longer need to reach certain benchmarks on the ELA basic skills assessments

(currently the Smarter Balanced) in order to be reclassified. Many have noted that English-only

students who cannot meet these benchmarks are afforded full access to core academic content.

RECLASSIFICATION

In the 2016–17 school year, the reclassification rate for EL students was 13 percent (CDE Dataquest,

2016–17). Prior research has found that reclassified EL students perform much better than current

ELs. This is unsurprising, given that these students have met certain English proficiency and English

basic skills standards.

The most recent Smarter Balanced results for California indicate that the gap in performance is

substantial. Across the tested grades, 58 percent of reclassified students met the ELA standard,

compared to only 12 percent of EL students. Reclassified students were more likely to meet the ELA

standard than students who speak English only (54%). In math, RFEP students vastly outperformed

EL students (41% met the standards, compared to only 12% of ELs) but did not outperform English-

only students (43%). Prior research has found similar performance across a variety of academic

outcomes and school district settings.
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Figure 5. Reclassified ELs are among the state’s strongest performers

SOURCE: CDE Smarter Balanced Results, 2016–17 school year.

Educators and policymakers are interested in reclassifying more EL students and doing so more

quickly. However, research is somewhat limited on the question of whether reclassification causes

improved outcomes for EL students, or serves a way to screen for high performing students.

In recent years, the question of how to reclassify students more quickly has been complicated by

changing reclassification criteria. The State Board of Education recommends that districts base their

decisions on four basic criteria: (1) English proficiency (as measured by the CELDT), (2) basic skills in

English (per the ELA assessment from the California Standards Test (CST)), (3) teacher

recommendations, and (4) parent consultation.  However, the CST was replaced in 2015–16 and

the CELDT is being replaced this year (2017–18). Table 1 provides a broad overview of recent

changes in the reclassification criteria for basic skills and English proficiency.

Table 1. Reclassification standards have changed almost every year for the
last five years

SOURCES: CDE Reclassification Guidance memos, 2014, 2015, 2017.

NOTES: CAHSEE is the California High School Exit Exam, administered for the last time in 2014–15.CDE did not issue cut point
guidelines for the Smarter Balanced assessments to be used for reclassification. Cut points for the ELPAC will be recommended in
fall 2018. Districts can use interim recommendations (see item 08 Addendum from November 2017 SBE Agenda).

The CDE has allowed districts some flexibility in choosing assessments and reclassification

thresholds.  However, the federal education law, the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) enacted

in 2016 requires states to standardize reclassification policies across school districts. Moreover,

reclassification is one of the state’s most important policy levers, given that curricular decisions are

made primarily at the district level. As the state grapples with a reclassification standard for all 1,000

school districts, there are a number of questions to consider.
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Should we use fewer criteria and consider dropping the test of basic skills?

Should we allow for—but not require—multiple measures for reclassification?

Should reclassification criteria vary across types of EL student?

Because the new English Language Proficiency Assessment (ELPAC) is aligned not only with the

state’s English language development standards but also with the Common Core standards, there is

reason to be optimistic that a strong performance on the new assessment would indicate an ability

to perform well in the core curriculum. Research undertaken on behalf of CDE will investigate the

correspondence between performance on the ELPAC and the Smarter Balanced. The use of one

assessment has been supported by a number of English Learner researchers.  Analyses of Los

Angeles Unified and San Diego Unified School districts found that the test of English language

proficiency (the CELDT) was almost as useful in predicting English Learner success as the CELDT in

combination with the CST (Hill et al. 2014). Based on their work with California school districts,

Umansky et al. (2015) similarly suggest that the test of English language proficiency might be

sufficient.

The Smarter Balanced assessment, which has replaced the CST, has been widely demonstrated to

be more challenging for all students, but especially for English Learners. Only 12 percent of English

Learners met the standard for ELA. Since more than half of California’s school children are not

meeting the ELA standard (at least as of 2016–17), this threshold seems unreasonable for English

Learners. If English Learner status causes students to miss out on at least some core academic

content (Callahan 2005), it can prevent them from taking all of the courses required to graduate and

be eligible for California’s state universities. To prevent this from happening, some districts have

decided that ELs are eligible for reclassification if their scores match the average district student

score on the ELA assessment.

Currently, all four criteria must be met for a student to be reclassified. In most cases, school districts

consider only the most recent score in determining whether a student can be reclassified. Research

on remediation policies at state community colleges has demonstrated that allowing more than one

measure to be used to determine student placement leads to better outcomes than using a single

measure, such as a placement test (Cuellar Mejia, Rodriguez, and Johnson 2016). Given these

findings, the state should consider allowing either the ELPAC or the Smarter Balanced to be used

for reclassification determination.

Finally, federal law requires policies be the same across school districts, but it does not appear to

require that the same reclassification criteria apply to all types of English Learner students.

Elementary school ELs are quite different from secondary school ELs. Most elementary school ELs

enrolled in school as kindergartners, and we can expect different rates of progress for kindergarten

ELs, depending on their initial language proficiency scores (Thompson 2017; Hopkins et al. 2013) or

instructional program (Umansky and Reardon 2014). Secondary school ELs are a combination of

long-term ELs and new arrivals to the United States. Each of these secondary school ELs can be

expected to make different rates of progress with English language fluency. But secondary school

ELs face a time crunch: instruction in English language proficiency often takes time away from

courses in core academic content. Finding the right moment to launch these students out of English

Learner instruction and into core content is critical to their ability to complete high school. Research

currently under way at PPIC hopes to address the question of whether it is helpful to students’

academic outcomes to base different reclassification policies on the grade level and type of EL

students (for example, late arriving ELs or long-term ELs).

Supporting Progress
To monitor the impact of the reforms being implemented on EL achievement, the state needs to be

able to track state funding for EL students and assess whether and how it is helping students

succeed. In this section, we consider increased transparency in district spending of LCFF grants and

improvements to the way the state monitors student outcomes.
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There is tremendous
variation in the way
districts document
spending for EL
students and explaining
how this spending might
affect outcomes.

 

 

LCFF FUNDING

English Learners generate extra funding for the school districts that serve them in the form of three

per pupil grants from the state. These weighted funding formulas were enacted beginning in 2013–

14 and are about to be fully funded.  All students (including ELs) generate a base grant for their

district based on grade level. Each high-need student (an English Learner or economically

disadvantaged or foster youth) generates a supplemental grant that is 20 percent of the base grant.

In districts with more than 55 percent high-need students, each high-need student above the 55

percent threshold generates a concentration grant that is 50 percent of the base grant.

At the time the new funding formula was being debated, English Learner advocates were pleased

that districts with higher shares of high-need students would be receiving more funding but

concerned that districts were not required to demonstrate that the extra funding for EL and other

high-need students was spent on those students. In response, the legislature required that districts

use Local Control Accountability Plans (LCAPs) to document the extra support and services

provided to high-need students.

However, research has yet to demonstrate that the funding formula has led to improved outcomes

for English Learner students.  Many advocates, legislators, and researchers have repeatedly noted

that is very difficult, if not impossible, to track spending on EL students at either the school or

district level. The governor’s 2018–19 budget proposal suggests a new willingness on his part to

reconsider what these groups have argued was a flaw in the 2013 legislation by increasing fiscal

transparency in LCAPs (Fensterwald 2018). If educators and researchers are able to trace the way

districts direct funds to support EL students, we might be able to learn about effective efforts.

ACCOUNTABILITY

California recently changed its accountability system to align with the LCFF. Starting in 2013–14,

school districts needed to articulate how they plan to serve their students (especially those

generating supplemental and concentration grants), including how their plans accounted for the

state’s priority areas, and demonstrate how their spending supports their goals. Most research on

LCAPs has found that there is tremendous variation in the way districts document spending for EL

students and explaining how this spending might affect outcomes.

At the state level, the CDE currently reports on five indicators of school and district performance:

high school graduation rates, college and career readiness, suspension rates, academic

performance (Smarter Balanced results), and English Learner progress, a new measure.  Each

indicator combines status (level) and change, sorting them into five color-coded performance

categories. Districts (and eventually schools) that are low performing across multiple student groups

or multiple indicators are identified as in need of assistance.

English Learners are covered by each of the indicators.  The

graduation and college and career readiness indicators

include students who were ELs at any point in high school,

and reclassified EL students remain in the EL group for four

years after reclassification—this is a federal requirement that

will help the state evaluate both progress and status. The new

indicator of EL progress measures performance on the test of

English proficiency (currently the CELDT) and reclassification;

it awards extra credit for progress with long-term EL

students.  In addition, CDE now reports annual Smarter

Balanced results for ELs, reclassified students, and ever-EL

students separately.

However, these accountability measures do not follow individual students over time. The ELA

change measure compares, for example, grade 3 ELs to grade 4 ELs one year later, but there are

changes in the students enrolled over time. Tracking individual student growth would make it easier

17

18

19

20

21

22

23



for educators to evaluate which instruction programs and resources are most effective in helping

English Learners succeed.

The dashboard and standardized testing reporting changes are helping the public monitor

academic outcomes for English Learners. However, the state could consider at least two additional

changes:

1. Reporting progress separately for long-term ELs.

2. Adding an academic indicator for reclassified students.

An even more effective change would be to provide information on individual students’ scores over

time; this would allow growth measures to track the progress of ever-EL students. The CDE should

analyze its data this way and make it readily available to researchers and policymakers (Warren and

Hough 2013; Warren forthcoming).

Conclusion
Recent reforms to California’s K–12 education system aim to elevate overall student performance

while narrowing the achievement gap for high-need students. Improving educational outcomes for

current and former English Learner students, who make up 38 percent of the student population, is

a key goal. The heightened focus on English Learners is evident in the funding formula changes, the

new EL Roadmap, new English language development standards, and an emphasis on measuring

EL outcomes in state and federal accountability measures.

Ensuring that these new policies improve outcomes will require sustained effort as well as policy

refinements. Specifically, three areas need attention. California needs to refine its reclassification

policies so that they are consistent across districts, take advantage of the new alignment between

English language development standards and the Common Core standards by making the ELPAC

the primary reclassification tool, and consider creating different reclassification criteria for high

school and elementary school ELs.

The state also needs to ensure the LCFF supplemental and concentration grant funds are reaching

EL students. The governor’s most recent budget proposal suggests new openness to improving

transparency in district spending.

Finally, the state should further highlight the performance of EL students in its accountability

measures by incorporating measures that follow individual students over time, expanding

researchers access to CDE’s student-level database, and linking this database to the state’s higher

education data.

 



NOTES

1. All families of entering students fill out the Home Language Survey. For most students, this happens in kindergarten;
students transferring within California school districts should not be assessed again. Students who speak a language
other than English at home take the CELDT. Recent research has found mixed results regarding the benefit of EL
designation on later educational outcomes, at least for students who almost scored high enough to avoid the EL
designation on the CELDT (Umansky 2016 and Shin 2017).

2. There are multiple instructional models for English Learners, including Structured English Immersion, English
Language Mainstream, and bilingual instruction. EL students may also be in sheltered core subject courses. For
example, they may take math with other EL students and get additional support in math from aides or teachers to
ensure the EL students understand the material being presented to all the students in the class.

3. Proficiency is measured in reading, writing, speaking, and listening. Basic skills are typically assessed using district or
statewide standardized tests of ELA. In addition, students must meet district-set teacher evaluation thresholds, which
can include grades in ELA classes, providing a portfolio of work, or simply having a teacher indicate that a student is
ready for reclassification. Parent consultations are also required.

4. This Roadmap is still being rolled out to educators and the public.

5. Since Proposition 58 became law on July 1, 2017, parents no longer need to submit waivers so their children can opt
out of English-immersion instruction. Instead, parents can request alternative forms of instruction, and if more than 20
parents in a grade or 30 parents in a school do so, the school is obligated to explore the possibility of providing the
instruction. (Hopkinson 2017, Californians Together 2016).

6. Fourteen percent of surveyed school districts reported that they did not have enough bilingual teachers prior to any
expansion in bilingual course offerings that may occur (Learning Policy Institute 2016).

7. US data from 2015 ACS data tabulated by Migration Policy Institute, cited in Corey Mitchell, “Majority of English-
Learner Students are Born in the United States, Analysis Finds,” EdWeek Blog, Dec 7, 2016.

8. Among EL students tested with the Smarter Balanced Assessment in the 2016–17 school year, CDE Dataquest.

9. After excluding schools with fewer than 30 students in total.

10. Parrish el al. (2006) found that, on average, ELs in California have 40 percent chance of reclassification within 10
years.

11. To be classified as a long-term EL, a student must remain at the same proficiency level for two years, score below a
certain threshold on an ELA basic skills test, and be in grade 6 or higher. To be “at risk,” a student must score below
a certain level on the English language proficiency test as well as below a certain level on the ELA basic skills test.
See Ed Code Section 313.1

12. ESSA, the Federal education law requires alignment between English language development and ELA standards.

13. The old assessment, the California English Language Development Test (CELDT) is being replaced by the ELPAC.

14. Ed Code Section 313(f) specifies the details. In practice, most districts relied heavily on the CST and CELDT. Teacher
recommendations range from requiring particular course marks in English courses to sending teachers a list of
students to be reclassified so that any objections could be raised. Most districts treated parent consultation as a
notification process rather than consultation. See Hill, Weston, and Hayes (2014).

15. In our 2014 survey of school districts, we found that fewer than 10 percent of school districts used the minimum
recommendations of the State Board of Education, choosing instead to exceed them (Hill, Weston, and Hayes),
resulting in diversity in the definition of an EL student across school districts.

16. See, for example, an April 2017 letter from several researchers to California policymakers.

17. Governor Jerry Brown’s most recent budget proposal indicates that the formula will be fully funded in 2018-19, with an
addition of $3 billion (Governor’s Budget Summary 2018-19, January 10, 2018).

18. However, Johnson and Tanner (2018) found that districts with larger increases in per pupil school funding and
increased flexibility in spending saw improved graduation rates.

19. See Aramas, Lavadenz, and Olsen (2015) and Education Trust West (2017) for examples. Recently, Humphrey et al
(2018) highlight three districts with strong LCAPs when it came to resource allocation, stakeholder engagement, and
common core implementation, and they argue did in part because of their intentional and increased parental and
community engagement.

20. Other indicators will be added soon. Parent engagement and local indicators are also part of the accountability
framework. See most recent dashboard information.

21. Although a district or school with red and orange for their ELA and math indicators would also be identified for
assistance. See California School Dashboard, Technical Assistance Guide 2017-2018 School Year.

22. There is one exception: ELs who have been in the United States for less than a year are excluded from the academic
indicator.

23. See California School Dashboard, Technical Assistance Guide 2017-2018 School Year.

 

https://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/el/rm/elroadmappolicy.asp
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=EDC&sectionNum=313.1.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displayText.xhtml?lawCode=EDC&division=1.&title=1.&part=1.&chapter=3.&article=3.5.
http://ellpolicy.org/wp-content/uploads/SB463ResearcherLetter.pdf
https://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/ac/cm/
https://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/ac/cm/documents/dashboardguidefall17.pdf
https://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/ac/cm/documents/dashboardguidefall17.pdf
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