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ENGLISH MASTERY COUNCIL 
District Policy and Criteria Planning Subcommittee 

Meeting Minutes 

Monday, May 7, 2018 
12:30 P.M. 

Meeting Locations:   
Video Conference 

OFFICE LOCATION ROOM 
Department of Education 9890 S. Maryland Pkwy 

Las Vegas, NV 
Bristlecone Conference Room 

Department of Education 700 East Fifth Street 
Carson City, NV 

Silver Ore Conference Room 

Call to Order  
Laurel Crossman, Subcommittee Chair, called to order, from Carson City, the meeting of the English Mastery 
Council District Policy and Criteria Planning Subcommittee, at 12:38 p.m. on Monday, May 7, 2018.  

Roll Call  
Laurel Crossman conducted a roll call.  Quorum was established (four members present).  
 
Council members present in Carson City: Laurel Crossman, Gladis Diaz and Paula Zona.  
Council members present in Las Vegas:  Duncan Lee 
  
NDE staff present in Las Vegas:  Karl Wilson, and Mindy Montoya.   
NDE staff present in Carson City:  Blakely Hume 

Pledge of Allegiance  
Lead by Laurel Crossman, Subcommittee Chair  

Public Comment #1  
There was no public comment from Carson City or Las Vegas.  

Approval of Flexible Agenda  
Chair Laurel Crossman asked for a motion to approve a flexible Agenda.   Duncan Lee motioned to approve a 
flexible Agenda. Paula Zona seconded the motion.  Motion carried and a flexible Agenda was approved. 

District EL Policy Review Process & Progress   
Chair Laurel Crossman asked members if they had any thoughts on how to best present findings and details from 
their homework assignments dispensed at the last meeting.  After a brief discussion, it was decided to go county 
by county, starting with Chair Crossman from Lincoln County.
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Chair Crossman gave an overview on Lincoln County.  Lincoln County School District does not offer GATE, AP, or 
Honors programs.  For IEPs, Lincoln County has only one EL with an IEP.  In regard to approved English leadership 
and staffing infrastructure roles, there appeared to be no insufficiencies. However that was not the case with 
approved curriculum materials. They had no mention that curriculum is aligned with state content standards, so 
they need more specificity on identifying models of instruction.  Professional learning development was 
sufficient.  Models of instruction and delivery for elementary school, they have a sheltered instruction program, 
with 16 students in elementary, two students in middle school, and one in high school.  They only have three 
content teachers with a TESOL endorsement, and this is an area in which they could improve.  As for parent 
advisory participation, although the district states it does many things, there is no verification of regular 
meetings and there is no protocol for getting parent input.  This is also an area that needs improvement. 

Blakely Hume stated that something to consider would to be to ask if the plan meets requirements.  Mr. Hume 
asked if there was something that the Council needs to suggest to districts to make their plans meet those 
requirements. 

Chair Crossman stated that as far as curriculum goes for Lincoln County, she thinks there should be two 
recommendations.  The first is that in addition to stating they use “highly sheltered instruction,” they should 
have more details about what the curriculum materials are and how they align with Nevada content standards. 
The second is that they need to improve the parent participation section to include regular meetings and more 
opportunity for parent input. 

Gladis Diaz gave her findings from Lyon County.  Lyon County has a very small EL population.  She stated that 
one of the recommendations was to develop a plan for formal assessment for teaching students. Right now 
there is no formal plan.  There are no references to EL students’ assessment criteria, nor is there protocol for 
steps students would or should take.  In regard to the EL staff, again, there are only vague references to services 
and support for EL students and classroom teachers, but there is no specificity in how the program works or will 
work.  Under Program Services, the required table is not filled out. The overall description of program activity 
and parent advisory participation is also lacking in details and description. 

Karl Wilson clarified the areas of action recommended by Ms. Diaz are assessment of EL students, Special Ed 
eligibility, staff support, and parent participation.  Ms. Diaz concurred. 

Paula Zona gave a report for Lander County.  There were some highlights including afterschool tutoring, a Latino 
family literacy project, and staff development focused on EL students.  She reported that Lander County does 
not have a GATE program, and they also do not have an advanced honors program for any of their students.  
Some of their demographic tables were not completed and descriptions were vague.  For staffing, they have 
zero EL students, and therefore, zero EL instructors.  They have one administrator with a TESOL endorsement 
and four para-educators to help with pullouts.  Their curriculum description was lacking, with only passing 
reference to Lucy Caulkins and Accelerated Reader books from the library.  The process of approving curriculum 
is missing.  There is no parent advisory, and basically no parent participation. 

Chair Crossman asked Ms. Zona if she thought the action required for parent participation was merely to have a 
statement in their plan and noted that it is hard to get participation when there are no EL students.  Ms. Zona 
concurred. 
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District EL Policy Review Process & Progress (Continued)  
There was more discussion about the format of recommendations.  Chair Crossman suggested which items 
would be recommendations and which action items would be required.  In the case of Lander County and parent 
participation, Chair Crossman asked if there should be a plan in place even if they have no EL students. 

Blakely Hume stated he thought the important thing was to delineate the actions and mechanisms that are set 
up and in place, even if there are no EL students. 

Gladis Diaz stated that for the next school year, Lander will incorporate Title III with their other programs in an 
effort to bring in more EL parents. 

Blakely Hume suggested that based on the report, there needs to be more structure in place in Lander County, 
particularly in the area of parent involvement.  He asked Ms. Diaz if she had other areas of concern in Lander 
County. 

Gladis Diaz brought up the lack of a GATE program, no AP classes, and no Honors classes.  She expressed surprise 
that neither Lincoln nor Lander had these. 

Karl Wilson noted that the Nevada Department of Education has been working with some of the larger school 
districts to provide online access to AP courses, which benefits those in rural counties the most.  He stated that 
within the next year or two this should come to fruition. 

Blakely Hume asked if there were any specific actions to move in this direction. 

Gladis Diaz commented that the lack of these programs can be mentioned in their notes, but should not be a 
focus.  She said there is a difference between saying you should have a plan in place for what criteria you are 
going to evaluate a student by when you don’t offer it to anyone as opposed to you should have a plan on how 
you’re going to involve parents for an EL student because that’s required. 

Karl Wilson stated that as the Subcommittee continues to work through the different district policies and plans 
that have been submitted, if this pattern continues, it may lead to one of the general recommendations to the 
State Board related to GATE or AP opportunities for EL students in some of the remote and rural areas. 

Duncan Lee joined the discussion to point out that the two districts he reviewed, Eureka and Esmerelda also do 
not offer any AP or Honors classes.  He stated that perhaps the Subcommittee could have a general 
recommendation based on size of the school district, some of the common themes like no AP classes, or no 
honors.  He stated that some of the smaller districts don't really have adequate staff to determine EL students or 
parental programs that is required by the state.  He asked if makes sense to have a general recommendation for 
some of the smaller school districts. 

Karl Wilson stated that what Mr. Lee highlighted is probably one of the directions the Subcommittee could 
choose to go, in terms of the review.  Some of the smaller districts do not have the resources required to get 
programs up and running.  If there are some patterns and not necessarily a recommendation targeted at any 
one school, they could make a recommendation to the Nevada Department of Education to help support those 
districts depending on their size.  
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District EL Policy Review Process & Progress (Continued)  
Duncan Lee suggested that instead of singling out specific school districts, maybe the Subcommittee should just 
highlight some of the themes they’re seeing across the board in some of the smaller districts. 

Blakely Hume reminded members that one of the charges of the Subcommittee is to provide the 
recommendation for the State Board of Education.  Mr. Hume stated that he has started to develop an initial 
recommendation based on the policy recommendation the Council set forth 18 months ago.  Based on what the 
review outcome is, they can start to craft what that recommendation should look like.  The recommendation 
would then be presented to the English Mastery Council for a vote.  If approved, it would then go to the State 
Board of Education.  Mr. Hume stated that this process does not need to be rushed; they will be meeting several 
more times and have the rime to craft carefully. 

Blakely Hume went on to address the sizes of districts.  There are four different sizes: districts that have over 
500 ELs, districts of 200-500 ELs, districts of 41-200 range and finally, districts under 40 ELs. 
Duncan Lee presented his report on Esmerelda County.  There are only 10 EL students in the district.  Like the 
first two counties, there is no GATE program and AP and Honors classes are not offered to any students.  For 
curriculum, there are no specifics.  He stated that they put “as needed” for their curriculum response.  There is a 
target of 70% proficiency, but no plan on how to reach that target.  For staffing, the first question is do you have 
TESOL endorsed teachers who are assigned ESL services, and this district has none. They have seven regular 
classroom teachers who are TESOL endorsed who work with English learners.  Mr. Lee stated that he was not 
exactly sure what the recommendations specifically need to be, but he noted there seems to be a general, 
recurring theme for the smaller districts. 

Chair Crossman noted that it would make sense for Esmerelda not to have a TESOL endorsed teacher assigned 
to only 10 EL students, and she guessed the seven content TESOL endorsed teachers were used for pull out 
services.  Mr. Lee agreed, stating that given the budget and Esmerelda’s total of 79 students that’s probably the 
case. 

Karl Wilson asked if the seven TESOL endorsed regular education teachers identify that their instructional model 
is sheltered English.  Duncan Lee responded that he didn’t recall, but said they did not specify what discipline 
the content teachers were teaching.  Mr. Wilson stated that there's a question about what instructional model 
they're actually using to meet the language needs of their English learners. 

Duncan Lee brought up the curriculum component of the report.  Esmerelda uses the Wonders curriculum, 
which they stated they use on an “as needed” basis.  There’s no specificity.  He also questioned the proficiency 
element because there were no plans or strategy to accomplish and measure proficiency. 

Gladis Diaz gave a report on Nye County.  In regard to assessments, Nye County has no formal assessments 
listed or any details about how assessments would apply to EL students.  They do have a GATE program as well 
as Honors and AP classes. They say they have an intervention program, but there are no specifics about how 
they measure student progress or deliver the program.  The description of the EL program and infrastructure is 
minimal.  As far as curriculum, they use the Wonders program, described in a generalized way.  Their description 
of program services and program activities did not delineate what is being offered to students 
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District EL Policy Review Process & Progress (Continued)  
Karl Wilson asked if it was Ms. Diaz’ impression that in Nye County School District, they don't offer a wide variety 
of models in terms of EL instruction, but they have identified one or a few models that they claim they're using 
to provide services for English learners.  Ms. Diaz affirmed. 

There was discussion about how the remaining counties’ reports should be presented, and Chair Crossman 
suggested they finish off with the smaller districts before they moved on.  Mr. Lee concurred. 

Duncan Lee then presented his report on Eureka County.  There are only 10 EL students, and the school 
psychologist determines who those students are.  They only have one teacher on campus who speaks Spanish.  
There are no AP classes, nor is there a GATE program. 

Gladis Diaz gave an overview of White Pine County.  White Pine states that EL students have access to GATE, AP 
classes, and special education programs, same as any other student. They did not detail any specifics. For 
Leadership and Staffing, they say ELs will have instruction by a capable teacher so far as possible and gave no 
details.  For Curriculum support, they offer push-in support under sheltered instruction.  Teachers can take EL 
courses online as part of their professional development. For Parents, they hold one Open House at the 
beginning of the year, and that’s all. 

Chair Crossman reported on Storey County. There are zero EL students and no EL plan in place.  She noted there 
is a requirement that a plan be developed even if there are no EL students. 

Gladis Diaz provided the report for Humboldt County.  As part of Humboldt’s GATE program, students are given 
the opportunity to take Honors and AP classes through Great Basin College. The percentage of IEP and EL 
students in grades 9-12 is 50%.  There are 71 EL students, so about 35 of them have IEPs.  Only three EL students 
take Honors classes.  Programs are listed, but not described.  How students are assessed is missing.  For parents, 
they offer some opportunities to be involved and they say they are developing a parent survey.  The course of 
action to be taken after the survey is completed, but is not clear. 

Blakely Hume stated that he was thinking about potential recommendations.  One would be to have official 
formal assessments in terms of determining the criteria for GATE or Honors and sometimes Special Ed.  Another 
would be to put structures in place to provide regular or sound advisory for parents. 

Chair Crossman noted that even when they do offer those programs, sometimes the numbers that they submit 
show either very few EL students in Honors or AP classes, which doesn't match up to what it should be. She 
wondered if the reason for the percentages of EL students with IEPs in the upper grades is because they were 
late being identified and missed out on the support they needed in the lower grades. 

Duncan Lee suggested that a recommendation be made that all teachers get TESOL certification and that TESOL 
certified teachers get assigned to assist EL students.  In some of the smaller districts, no TESOL certified teachers 
were assigned to assist the EL students. 

Duncan Lee then gave an update on Douglas County.  They have a total of 315 EL students.  They do GATE 
screening in grade 2, and offer AP and Honor classes.  Most of the EL students in AP classes are there for math, 
the universal language.  They have specialists who determine if students qualify as ELs, and those specialists are 
also on the IEP teams.  They have seven teachers assigned as specialists with TESOL endorsement, and they have 
15 content teachers as well. They have parent advisory participation and curriculum in place.  
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District EL Policy Review Process & Progress (Continued)  
Overall, Mr. Lee thought they had a good program, and they made a better attempt in determining and assisting 
EL students than the other smaller districts. 

Paula Zona reported on Churchill County.  They have 235 EL students, and 52 of them have IEPs.  They do have a 
process for identifying gifted and talented.  The teacher makes a recommendation, and then the school assesses 
using EL criteria.  For advanced placement, the students take prerequisite classes in math, science, and foreign 
language.  They make sure they don't incorrectly identify students for Special Ed using their intervention team.  
Under leadership staff, they have three ESL teachers that have been assigned for the TESOL endorsement and 
they have six others that are just the content teachers.  They work closely with their educational services staff, 
and they require that all teachers participate in 45 hours of sheltered instruction professional development. 
They also use their time each Friday afternoon for collaboration time between the EL specialists and the content 
teachers.  For curriculum, they use a standard framework and they offer after school tutoring and also summer 
school.  They use the Elevations program, and they have built in two parent-teacher conference days a year as 
part of their parent advisory participation. 

Duncan Lee gave an overview of Elko County.  Elko has approximately 1,100 ELL students. Testing is done in 
Grade 2. There are 13 TESOL endorsed teachers assigned to these 1,100 kids and 27 content TESOL-endorsed 
teachers. They have a comprehensive description of the curriculum and their instructional services are strong in 
all disciplines.  Overall, it is a very inclusive program. 

Paula Zona gave an overview for Charter Authority.  They have a plan for GATE and say they are going to meet 
federal qualifications regarding protocols to determine participants.  However they don’t provide details about 
their protocol.  They say the school EL personnel will work in collaboration with the Special Ed personnel to 
protect against over or under identification.  There are zero GATE students and zero AP students.  There are 206 
ELs in Honors classes. 

Blakely Hume stated that he finds the figures unusual.  He stated that as of four years ago, State Charter did not 
have a lot of identifying ELs, and then during the course of the Zoom program, the next couple years, those ELs 
all of a sudden jumped up.  Mr. Hume questioned the subsequent procedures. 
 
Karl Wilson responded that this was a good insight, and it may be one of those areas where follow-up is needed, 
asking how students who should be eligible for GATE are being identified, and what are the exact protocols. He 
stated that another point of clarification would be what charters offer those programs. 

Blakely Hume stated that in his experience some charters operate almost independently and do not report to 
the district. 

Paula Zona continued her review of the Charter Authority, stating that their responses in the curriculum section 
were lacking.  It says, “School will do revised curriculum that integrates cultural and linguistic awareness,” but 
specificity is missing.  For student support, they offer tutoring and summer school and Saturday school.  For 
model of instruction, they design lessons suitable for ELs.  Under family advisory, it just says, “Schools will 
encourage parents to be involved in their children’s education.”  There’s no plan for encouraging parents to be 
involved.
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District EL Policy Review Process & Progress (Continued)  
Chair Crossman gave her report for Washoe County.  The numbers from the GATE program are noteworthy.  Out 
of 4,129 students in gifted and talented, 31 of them are ELs. They have 388 former ELs in the gifted and talented 
program, which is almost 10% former ELs.  For AP, they've got 5,000 students.  A hundred and forty-five of them 
are ELs.  Honors students, it has 8,800, and 2.64% of them are ELs.  The former ELs is 23%. 

Chair Crossman stated that the tracking information on former ELs is interesting.  An area of possible concern 
was the percentage of ELs with IEPs. In K through Grade 2, it is 12.5%. Grades 3 -5 is almost 17%.  Grades 6-8 is 
almost 31% and Grades 9-12 is 32%.  As the EL students get older, the number of IEPs increases.  For models of 
instruction and professional development, all criteria was listed and explained.  For parent participation, they 
have hired a family liaison to foster more parent involvement. They stated the most recent Parent Advisory 
Committee participation was in 2013.  They don’t explain how there's a core academic assistance for parents. 
The parent committee consists of about 30 members, but only two were identified as parents.  Chair Crossman 
hopes that they will also have some sort of site-based parent advisory participation just because of the size of 
that district. 

Duncan Lee asked Chair Crossman if she was saying that they should do without the Parent Advisory Board or 
tweak it so it’s more welcoming for parents or was she suggesting that Parent Advisory Boards be eliminated or 
just operate on site at each school. 

Chair Crossman responded by stating that they might get more input if they had smaller, satellite Parent 
Advisory Committees at each site.  With a district as large as Washoe, having only one formal committee 
eliminates the percentage of parents giving input. 

Duncan Lee concurred with that and said the most important thing is getting more parent involvement.  The 
parents have working knowledge of the issues involved, and probably have some important ideas to share. 

Karl Wilson gave some historical background.  Some time ago, under federal law, there needed to be a Parent 
Advisory Committee.  That requirement went away when versions of the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act were put into place.  Many districts chose to continue to have a Parent Advisory Committee to assist them in 
the process of having a plan for gathering input from the parents and having parents let them know if their 
efforts to meet their needs were being met.  Having a Parent Advisory Committee is not a requirement in law. 
What is the requirement is that the schools and the districts must have a plan for engaging parents and families 
in the education of their children.  Many districts have tried to find the middle ground as they develop their plan 
for ensuring family engagement, and in many cases, they have representatives that advise them along the way. 

Chair Crossman moved on to report on Clark County.  Clark County has 27,000 students in their GATE program 
and only 568 are ELs.  For AP, they have 19,000 students taking AP classes and only 492 ELs.  For Honors, almost 
50,000 students are taking honors classes, and just under 3,000 of them are EL students.  They’ve included all 
the specifics for assessment.  For ELs with IEPs, Grades K-2 have 24%, grades 3-5 have 28%, grades 6-8 have 31% 
and grades 9-12 have 28%.  This is a similar trajectory that some of the other districts have.  Clark County does 
well on other categories including curriculum, staff development, and student/teacher services.
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District EL Policy Review Process & Progress (Continued)  
For parent advisory participation, Clark County has a master plan for English language learner success, which 
includes establishing a community oversight committee.  They included some specifics about this committee, 
but more detail is needed. Chair Crossman wondered if like Washoe, having only one committee prevents 
parent input to some extent. 

Duncan Lee stated that one of their most valuable resources at CCSD is Lorna James-Cervantes.  She's part of the 
senior leadership for the ELL program in Clark County.  Mr. Lee stated that for this analysis, he would like to 
have her comment on some of these things to get a better clarification how the Clark County ELL students are 
being served by CCSD. 

Chair Crossman stated that she thinks the CCSD plan meets the criteria except for needing a little bit more detail 
about parent participation and smaller parent group opportunities. 

Blakely Hume recapped that the Council is still looking at the same issues of assessment and parent advisory.  In 
big districts, it appears that the parent advisory is too big to be able to incorporate, whereas in the small 
districts, they’re not sure how to incorporate.  In terms of assessments, it appears that in the big districts the EL 
numbers should be higher, so maybe there’s an issue of identification.  In the smaller districts, there is no 
specific criteria. 

Duncan Lee agreed and stated that the Subcommittee should make recommendations based on common 
threads shared by districts. 

Chair Crossman stated that it looked like there would be two recommendations.  The first would be on GATE 
and Special Ed, dealing with formalizing assessments with specifics, and the concerning trend of a higher 
percentage of EL students with IEPs in the secondary grades.  The second recommendation would concern 
improving parent participation and involvement. 

Duncan Lee asked about suggestions for the curriculum part for EL students.  Chair Crossman responded that 
some of the districts were lacking in specifics on the curriculum or the model of the instruction and some didn't 
detail how their curriculum would align with the Nevada academic content standards.  Mr. Lee responded by 
stating that he thinks there needs to be some recommendation from NDE on the curricula portion. 

Chair Crossman stated that if NDE had a list of approved curriculum that matched the Nevada academic content 
standards, it would be helpful.  Chair Crossman went on to say that she would suggest another recommendation 
in the staff development arena.  She thinks that more teachers need TESOL endorsement, especially in the rural 
counties. 

Blakely Hume stated that the Subcommittee has two goals.  One is to review all the plans and then to contact 
the districts to inform them of suggestions.  That is independent of what is approved to the State Board of 
Education.  The second goal is formulating recommendations to the EMC, which they then would submit to the 
State Board.  Based on members’ recommendations, districts will be contacted about their plans.  Mr. Hume 
went on to say that he would summarize his notes in an email that would essentially state which districts met 
requirements, which districts partially met requirements and which districts did not met requirements. 
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District EL Policy Review Process & Progress (Continued)  
Duncan Lee asked if Mr. Hume was going to specifically include some needs to improve a deficiency for each 
district or was he going to go for a more generalized approach so as not to single out individual districts in need 
of improvement.  Mr. Hume stated that he would do whatever the Subcommittee wanted. 

Chair Crossman stated that she thinks each plan review should go back individually to each district that 
submitted the plan with recommendations from the Subcommittee.  Areas of concern can be addressed, such as 
EL/IEP numbers and parent participation. 

Mr. Hume stated that based on Chair Crossman’s comments, he will compose an email summarizing the 
information covered.  He said this might be something to offer the English Mastery Council for their next 
meeting. 

Discussion & Development of Potential Recommendation to the State Board of 
Education 
Chair Crossman stated that her understanding of this was the Subcommittee would come to the English Mastery 
Council with a recommendation.  There would be discussion possibly to tweaking of it and rewriting it, but it 
wouldn't be a recommendation that would move on to the State Board of Education unless the entire English 
Mastery Council approved of that as well. 
 
Duncan Lee asked if the recommendation would be similar to the email Mr. Hume was going to compose, or was 
it going to be more formal.  
 
Chair Crossman stated that she thought it would be more formal and more general, with only one or two 
recommendations, and that what Mr. Hume would be doing would be a summary of the Subcommittee’s 
recommendations for the individual districts.  
 
Duncan Lee stated that perhaps they should consider having the original notes that Mr. Hume puts together as 
an exhibit, to provide more detail. 
 
Chair Crossman stated that she thought that would be a good thing to bring when they come to the English 
Mastery Council, to include the summary of what they’ve done so that they can see what the review process has 
been like.  She asked if anyone felt they were ready to draft a recommendation, or did they want to hear the 
input from the English Mastery Council first.  
 
Duncan Lee suggested that they go through the entire committee to ensure a comprehensive review. 
 
Blakely Hume stated that he would send out that email summarizing each district and the particular 
recommendations, whether they meet or whether they don't.  That would be for each Subcommittee member 
to review and either correct and add notes to.  Based on their discussions, he could also provide the general 
recommendations that the Subcommittee has discussed that would go to the English Mastery Council, which 
would, in turn, go to the State Board. 
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Chair Crossman stated that the Subcommittee could present those as possible recommendations based on what 
was reviewed, and any input from the full board of the English Mastery Council would be helpful. 

Duncan Lee stated that he thinks it would be great to provide the EMC with a preliminary draft so they know 
what the Subcommittee is thinking and concerned about.  The entire committee could possibly suggest things 
the Subcommittee overlooked.  

Blakely Hume said that there would be time at the Wednesday meeting for a discussion about this 

Discussion:  Potential Next Steps   
Chair Crossman stated that the Subcommittee already covered Potential Next Steps, so she moved on to Agenda 
item 7, Public Comment. 

Public Comment #2  
There was no public comment from Carson City or Las Vegas.   

Adjournment 
After thanking everyone for their participation, Laurel Crossman, District Policy & Criteria Planning 
Subcommittee Chair adjourned the meeting at 2:25 p.m. 


	District Policy and Criteria Planning Subcommittee
	Meeting Minutes
	Meeting Locations:
	Call to Order
	Roll Call
	Pledge of Allegiance
	Public Comment #1
	Approval of Flexible Agenda
	District EL Policy Review Process & Progress
	District EL Policy Review Process & Progress (Continued)
	District EL Policy Review Process & Progress (Continued)
	District EL Policy Review Process & Progress (Continued)
	District EL Policy Review Process & Progress (Continued)
	District EL Policy Review Process & Progress (Continued)
	District EL Policy Review Process & Progress (Continued)
	District EL Policy Review Process & Progress (Continued)
	Discussion & Development of Potential Recommendation to the State Board of Education
	Discussion:  Potential Next Steps
	Public Comment #2
	Adjournment


