Notification of reclassification
ELs with disabilities

Student Name: PASID:
Date: Grade:
School District: School:

Dear parent/guardian,

Based on teacher observations, the annual English assessment (ACCESS for ELLs), a review of your
child’s academic and language support program, and the recommendation of a school-based team of which
you were a member, your child will be reclassified as a former English learner and removed from the
district’'s language instruction educational program. Your child will be monitored for the next two school
years to ensure that he/she does not encounter any challenges resulting from English language acquisition.
If it is determined that there are lingering English language acquisition needs, then he/she may be placed
back into the language program. The scores from the English assessment and the criteria your child had to
meet are listed below along with the reclassification recommendation. If you have any question, you may

contact:

Name

Title

Phone E-mail
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Reclassification Cover Sheet (only for ELs with an IEP who take the ACCESS for ELLS)

Overall composite proficiency level:
Listening proficiency level:
Speaking proficiency level:
Reading proficiency level:

Writing proficiency level:

Team members present for recommendation discussion:

Required Criteria
The student is only eligible for reclassification if all the answers to the following four questions are YES.

1. Does the student have an IEP?
YES / NO

2. Has the student been continuously enrolled in an ESL/bilingual education program for at least
four years?
YES / NO

3. Has the student’s overall composite proficiency level score on the ACCESS for ELLs NOT
increased by more than 10% at any point or total over the three most recent testing cycles?
YES / NO

4. List the three most recent ACCESS overall composite proficiency level scores:
1.
2.
3.

5. Is there documented evidence that the student has been provided with the appropriate level of
language support, including ELD instruction, throughout his/her enrollment in the LIEP?
YES / NO

Evidence that was evaluated by the team in making the recommendation for reclassification:
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If the answer to any of the following questions is “no”, then the notes must contain a description of compelling
evidence that the student should be reclassified as a former EL in spite of the fact that there is an indication
that he/she may benefit from continued participation in the LIEP.

1. Has the student received adequate ELD instruction commensurate with his/her ELP level for the most

recent four years?
YES / NO

2. s this student able to effectively communicate in English?
YES / NO

3. Is the EL making progress toward meeting PA Core Standards in listening, speaking, reading, and
writing on par with ELs who have similar profiles?
YES / NO

4. Are any ACCESS for ELLs domain scores that affect the student’s ability to reach an overall
composite proficiency level of 4.5 directly related to the student’s disability?
YES / NO

If yes, explain:

Based on the student’'s ACCESS for ELLs® overall proficiency level score and use of language as observed
by his/her teachers, this student is recommended/ is not recommended for reclassification

as a former EL.

Notes:

ESL Teacher/Coordinator Signature:

ESL Teacher/Coordinator Printed Name:
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NMoBignomneHHs npo lNMepeknacudikadiro
Y4Hs, Wwo BMBYa€ aHrnincbky moBy (EL) 3 oGMexxeHuMmn MoXXnmMBoCcTAMMU

MB y4Hs:

PASID:

[ara:

HaByanbHW eTan:

LUKinbHWIA OKpyT:

LLikona:

LLlaHoBHUI GaTbKO/ONiKyH,

Ha ocHoBi cnoctepexeHb BUMTENS, LLOPIYHOIO OLiHIOBaHHS aHrnincbkoi mosu (ACCESS for ELLS),
nepernsggy akagemivyHoi Ta MOBHOI MporpamMy Balloi AUTMHM Ta peKoMeHAauil LUKINbHOT KOMaHgW, YneHoM
sakoi Bu Oynu, Bawy guMTuMHY Oyae nepeknacudikoBaHO B KOSIMLIHBOIO YYHS MpOrpaMmu 3 BMBYEHHS
aHrMiNCbKOI MOBM Ta BWUSTYYEHO 3 OCBITHLOI MpPOrpamMu LUKISIbHOTO OKPYry 3 BMBYEHHS MoBW. Bawa gutuHa
Oyae nig HarnNsgoMm MPOTArOM HACTYMHUX OBOX LUKINbHMX POKiB, W00 mepekoHaTucs, Wo BiH/BOHA He
3iTKHETLCA 3 OyaAb-SKMMK Mpobremamu, NoB’sI3aHNMKU 3 BUBYEHHSAM aHrNikcbkoi MoBu. Akwo Gyae
BCTAHOBMEHO, LLO iCHYIOTb TpuBani noTpebu y BMBYEHHI aHrmincbkoi MOBK, MOrofii MoxHa ByTn NoBepHyTH
00 MoBHOI nporpamn. OuiHKM 3 aHrMinCbLKOI MOBM Ta KpUTEpIi, SIKUM Mana Bignosigatu Balla AUTUHA,
HaBedeHi HWKYe pasoM i3 pekomeHgauieo Wwoao nepeknacudikauii. AKWO y Bac BUHWUKAWN 3anUTaHHA, BU

MOXeTe 3BEPHYTUCA O0:

Im'a

MNocapa

TenedoH

EJ'IeKTpOHHa nowTa



FlepeKnacmbiKauiﬂ O6knaguHka ( nuwe 0nsa ELs 3 10l ski 6epympb ydacmb y ACCESS for ELLs)

3aranbHUin KOMMMEKCHUA piBEHb 3HaHb:
PiBeHb BonofiHHA ayaitoBaHHSM:
PiBeHb MOBNeHHs:

PiBeHb 4MTaHHS:

PiBeHb BOMnoAiHHA NMCbMOM:

UneHn KomaHau, Wo NMpUCYTHi Ans oGroBOpeHHs1 pekomeHaauin:

HeobxigHi KpuTtepii
Y4yeHb Mae nNpaBo Ha nepeknacudikadito, nuwe sKWo BCi BiANOBIgI Ha HACTynHi YoTupwn 3anutaHHa TAK.
1. Uum mae y4denb 10M17?

TAK / HI

2. Yu 6yB yyeHb Ge3nepepBHO 3apaxoBaHun 0o ESL/ABOMOBHOI OCBITHBOI Mporpamu nNpoTArom
LLIOHaNMEHLLIE YOTUPLOX POKIB?
TAK / HI

3. Yu HE nigBuwmBcsa 3aranbHuin 3BeaeHun piBeHb kBanidikauii yuHa Ha ACCESS for ELLs 6inbLl Hixk Ha
10% y 6yab-akmn MomMeHT abo B UiNIOMY NPOTAroM TPbOX OCTaHHIX LUKMIB TECTYBaHHSA?
TAK / HI

4. TlepenidviTe TpM HaAMHOBILWWI 3aranbHi CkrnageHi ouiHkM piBHA kBanidikauii ACCESS:
1.
2.
3.

5. Uu e pokymeHTanbHe MNigTBEPKEHHSA TOro, WO yYeHb OTPMMAaB BiAMNOBIOHUIA piBEHb MOBHOI
nigTPUMKKM, BKIOYaum HaBvyaHHa ELD, nig yac norofii peectpauii B LIEP?
TAK / Hi

Hokaan, ski Oynu ouiHeHi rpynoto nig Yac HagaHHs pekomeHaauii Wwoao nepepeknacudikadii:




Akwo BignoBigb Ha Oyab-sike 3 HABEAEHUX HWXKYE 3anuTaHb «Hi», TO MPUMITKM MOBMHHI MICTUTKU OMuUC
NepeKkoHNMBMX OOoKasiB TOro, WO Y4YHS cnig nepeknacudikyBatn sk konuwHboro EL, He3Baxawoum Ha Te, Wo €
O3HakKM TOro, WO BiH/BOHA MOXE MaTW KOPUCTb Bif NMPOAOBXEeHHSA ydacTi B LIEP.

1. UYm oTpumyBaB y4yeHb agekBaTHi iHCTpykKuil 3 ELD, ski BignosigatoTe noro/ii pisHio ELP npoTtsrom
OCTaHHIX YOTUPbLOX POKIB?
TAK / HI

2. Yu 3gaTHUN Uen yyYeHb 0 edEKTUBHOMO CMiNIKyBaHHS aHMMiNCbKOK MOBO?
TAK / Hi

3. Yu EL pocsarae nporpecy B gocsirHeHHi PA Core Standards wwogo aygitoBaHHS!, rOBOPiHHS,
YMTaHHA Ta nNucbMa HapiBHi 3 EL, aki matoTb noaibHi npodini?
TAK / HI

4. Yun e Oypb-aki 6ann gomeHy ACCESS for ELL, wo BnnMBaTb Ha 34aTHICTb YYHSA LOCAITU
3aranbHOro piBHSA BONOAiHHA 4,5 Ta 6e3nocepeaHbOo NOB'sA3aHi 3 0OMeXeHUMMU
MOXINMBOCTAMN?

TAK / HI

AKLLO TaK, MOACHUTU:

Ha nigctasi 3aranbHoro piBHA BonodiHHA yyHem ACCESS for ELLs® i BMKOpUCTaHHA MOBM 3a
CMoCTepeXeHHAMMN NOro/ii BUMTENIB, LIbOMY YYHIO pekomeHgoBaHoO/ He
pekoMmeHaoBaHO nepeknacudikauia gk konuwHboro EL.

MpumiTkn:

Miannc ESL Buntensa/KoopauHatopa:

OpykoBaHe IMm's ESL Buutensa/KoopguHatopa:
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