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	memorandum


	Date:
	July 18, 2014


	TO:
	MEMBERS, State Board of Education


	FROM:
	TOM TORLAKSON, State Superintendent of Public Instruction


	SUBJECT:
	California’s 2014 Individuals with Disabilities Education Act Compliance Determination Appeal


Summary of Key Issues

As required by the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), the United States Department of Education (ED), Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services (OSERS), Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) makes an annual determination of each state’s compliance with implementing the provisions of Part B of the IDEA. Every state receives one of the following compliance determinations from OSEP: “meets requirements,” “needs assistance,” “needs intervention,” or “needs substantial intervention.” This year, under an initiative called Results Driven Accountability (RDA), OSEP implemented a revised accountability framework that places emphasis on educational results and functional outcomes for students with disabilities, as measured by certain achievement scores and participation rates in statewide assessments. Up until now, OSEP’s accountability framework was primarily based on compliance, which is measured by a state’s ability to demonstrate adherence to procedural requirements in the IDEA, including statutory timelines, etc. 
On Monday, June 23, 2014, the ED OSEP notified the California Department of Education (CDE) that OSEP had determined California “needs intervention” in implementing Part B of the IDEA. The CDE objects to OSEP’s determination and believes that the determination is based on calculations which mischaracterize state testing rates, discount the use of alternate assessments, and ignore statistical assertions made by ED’s own National Center for Educational Statistics. In addition, the calculations made by ED are unclear and appear to exclude data which the accompanying documentation explicitly states is part of the review. Pursuant to Section 616(d)(2)(B) of the IDEA and Section 300.603(b)(2) of Title 34 of the Code of Federal Regulations, a state that is determined to need intervention or need substantial intervention, and does not agree with the determination, may request an opportunity to meet with the Assistant Secretary to demonstrate why the ED should change the state’s determination. On July 7, 2014, the CDE and the California State Board of Education sent a letter of appeal to Michael Yudin, Acting Assistant Secretary of OSERS at ED, to outline our various objections to the compliance determination and formally request a hearing to demonstrate why it should be changed. On July 14, 2014, the CDE received notice that our request for a hearing has been granted. 
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	CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

TOM TORLAKSON, State Superintendent of Public Instruction
	CALIFORNIA STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION

MICHAEL W. KIRST, President

	916-319-0800
	1430 N Street   Sacramento, CA 95814-5901
	916-319-0827


July 7, 2014
Michael K. Yudin
Acting Assistant Secretary
Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services
U.S. Department of Education
400 Maryland Ave., SW
Washington, DC 20202
Dear Mr. Yudin:
The purpose of this letter is to request a hearing regarding the U.S. Department of Education’s (ED’s) determination of California’s 2014 performance under section 616 of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). California will demonstrate that ED’s determination that the state “needs intervention” is based on calculations which mischaracterize State testing rates, discount the use of alternate assessments, and ignore statistical assertions made by ED’s own National Center for Educational Statistics. In addition, the calculations made by ED are unclear and appear to exclude data which the accompanying documentation explicitly says is part of the review.

California also objects to the process by which the new Results-Driven Accountability (RDA) performance metrics were integrated into the determination process. ED did not allow an opportunity for public comment or feedback on the metric before it was implemented, nor does the short timeline of this process allow the State to correct deficits before the 2015 determinations are made. This new calculation places undue weight on a new metric which discounts the work California has done over recent years to come into near-perfect compliance with the requirements of the IDEA statute.
As a result, California is asking that several scores in its results matrix be corrected. These corrections would result in the State earning additional points and thus no longer identified as “needs intervention.” These requests, as well as the State’s policy and procedural objections to the RDA metric, are detailed below and constitute the basis for our request to change this determination. 

I. Technical Objections

a. The RDA component which measures participation in Statewide assessments improperly excludes the use of alternate assessments, mischaracterizing the State’s testing practices.

Based on the data ED has published alongside the State’s IDEA determination, California is assessing 98.5% of its children with disabilities (CWD) through a general, modified, or alternate State assessment allowable under various federal laws including IDEA.  However, the scoring of the RDA metric does not reflect this fact.  Instead, the metric asserts that a much lower percentage of CWD have been appropriately tested – a number at which it appears ED has arrived through omission of key data, and which mischaracterizes the frequency and completeness with which the State measures the achievement of CWD.

Among the “Results Elements” measured as a component of the RDA metric is the “Percentage of 4th and 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Participating in Regular Statewide Assessments.”  The documentation which accompanies the accountability matrix refers only to “general assessments” and “alternate assessments.” It is not clear from the matrix or the accompanying documentation whether the term “regular statewide assessments” includes the alternate and modified assessments that are administered by the State in accordance with the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) and IDEA. 

ED’s explanation of scoring implies that alternate assessments are an allowable means of measuring participation, which means the alternate assessment data should be included. Additionally, ED asserts on page 5 of its document “How the Department Made Determinations under Section 616(d) of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act” (hereafter referred to as the “determinations document”) that:

A State’s participation rates on regular Statewide assessments were assigned scores… based on an analysis of the participation rates across all States and the percentage of CWD who participate in alternate assessments and whose proficient and advanced scores may be used for accountability purposes under the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA). 

Though ED does not show its calculations for this first matrix item,
 it appears that it is taking as the numerator the total number of CWD participating in the State general assessment (the California Standards Test, or CST), and the total number of CWD in the State as the denominator. This calculation excludes alternate assessment data which the determinations document explicitly says is included in its calculation: the percentage of CWDs taking alternate assessments whose scores are used for accountability purposes under ESEA. ED does not provide any information regarding the number of students taking alternate assessments or how they are factored into its final number regarding the percentage of CWD participating in regular assessments.  

The calculation of this metric is also inconsistent with the standard to which the State has been held under Indicator 3 of the SPP/APR and the Consolidated State Performance Report (CSPR), which require the State to calculate the participation rate by dividing the number of children with individualized education programs (IEPs) participating in an assessment (which assessment is not specified) by the total number of children with IEPs enrolled during the testing window.
Even assuming that ED were to include the CWD whose scores on alternate assessments may be used to accountability purposes, this again presents an incorrect picture of the number of CWD who are actually tested using assessments permissible under federal law. ESEA regulations impose a 1% cap on the total number of advanced or proficient scores measured against alternate academic achievement standards that can be included in adequate yearly progress (AYP) calculations (see 34 C.F.R. §200.13(c)(2)(i)). However, this cap is not a restriction on the number of students eligible to be assessed against the alternate standards. Rather, it is a limit to how many of these scores can be considered proficient for purposes of computing AYP. In the case of California, it is clear that many more students are assessed through the use of alternate assessments. Therefore, this metric misrepresents the participation rate of CWD in Statewide assessments to include only a small percentage of the students participating in alternate assessments.  
It is also not clear from the documentation provided with the determination whether ED has included in its participation rates those CWD who are assessed on the basis of modified academic achievement standards.  As noted above, it appears that ED has used in its calculation only those CWD who participate in the general Statewide assessments using regular standards.  However, the portion of the determinations document which discusses scoring of participation on State assessments uses two different scoring systems for States depending on whether or not they use “alternate assessments based on modified academic achievement standards.”  This implies that these assessments are an acceptable means of judging student achievement, though it is not evident that ED has incorporated them into its calculations.

Even if the State were to accept this restrictive use of alternate assessments – which, as noted above, misrepresents the number of students who are taking allowable alternate assessments – they do not appear to be included in ED’s calculations of either the percentage of CWD participating in assessments, or the proficiency gap between CWD and the all students group. Puzzlingly, a footnote on page 4 of ED’s determinations document states that its ultimate goal is “to ensure that all CWD demonstrate proficient or advanced mastery of challenging subject matter.” It is difficult to imagine how ED expects many CWD to demonstrate that mastery without the ability to use alternate standards and/or assessments, where appropriate.
This calculation represents an improper comparison as it unfairly excludes from the participation calculation the students who are taking an alternate or modified assessment like the California Alternate Performance Assessment (CAPA) or the California Modified Assessment (CMA). The participation rates suggested by this matrix will likely create an incorrect impression among readers that California only tests 40% of its students with disabilities, which is decidedly not the case. Rather than create an illogical and inequitable comparison, ED should include the number of students participating in alternate assessments in the numerator. If this calculation were changed, it would show that on average, 98.5% of CWD in California participate in some kind of federally permissible State assessment. ED’s determinations document says that in a State “that administered an [alternate assessment based on modified achievement standards], a score of ‘2’ was assigned if the participation rate of CWD was 70% or greater….”  California believes that it should be assigned a score of 2 for each of these components based on this scoring rubric. If assigned a score of 2 for each of the math and reading components in this metric, California would earn a total of 6 results points, putting its results performance percentage at 30%.  This, in turn, would yield an overall score of 62.725%, removing the State from the “needs intervention” category.
b. The State is considered by NCES to meet the participation requirement for the NAEP, but is not scored as such by ED.

In its determinations document, ED asserts that it is assessing States based on the percentage of CWD excluded from National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) testing, as determined by the percentage of students in grades 4 and 8 excluded from taking the NAEP. That number comes from percentages reported in documents provided by the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES).  ED says that “a State’s NAEP exclusion rates were assigned scores of either ‘1’ or ‘-1’ based on the National Assessment Governing Board’s recommendation that NAEP exclusion rates for CDW not exceed 15%.”

However, in the NCES tables to which the determinations document links, it is clear that NCES considers California to be meeting that standard for 4th grade mathematics. Footnote 1 on page 6 of these tables is applied to the participation rate of most States. The text of the footnote states “[t]he state/jurisdiction’s inclusion rate is higher than or not significantly different from the National Assessment Governing Board goal of 85 percent.” California’s inclusion rate for mathematics is 83% with a standard error of 2.8 percentage points. By application of this standard error, NCES indicates that it considers California to have met the 85% goal. Yet ED scores California according to the rate of 83%, yielding a score of -1 for the 4th grade mathematics component.

In addition, it appears that ED is using the tables from pages 13 and 14 of the NCES mathematics tables and pages 14 and 15 of the reading tables.
 However, NCES notes that these data include students “identified as having either an Individualized Education Program or protection under Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act.” Students qualifying under Section 504 are not receiving services under IDEA, but are presumably included in this total by NCES because they may be allowed test accommodations. Notably, the table on page 6 of the NCES mathematics document which finds CDE largely in compliance with the recommendation to test at least 85% of CWD does not include students protected under Section 504. The inclusion of Section 504 students in the State’s exclusion rates, again, misrepresents the number of CWD served under IDEA not taking the NAEP and unjustly penalizes the State.

Because NCES considers California’s inclusion rate to be “not significantly different from” the goal of 85%, California requests that it not be penalized and instead be awarded zero points for the component representing exclusion from the 4th grade NAEP mathematics assessment. This score would acknowledge the fact that California’s straight inclusion rate is still below 85%, but would also account for the fact that ED’s own data agency, NCES, considers California to meet the participation requirement.

If assigned a score of 0 for this component (and notwithstanding the rescoring of additional components as described above), California would earn a total of 4 results points, putting its results performance percentage at 20%.  
c. The State cannot adequately demonstrate its progress without access to the data used by ED in its calculations.
While ED provides a number of documents to accompany the 2014 determinations, the agency often does not show how it integrated some numbers into its calculations. For example, as noted above, while ED indicated that it was including in its calculation of participation rates “the percentage of CWD who participate in alternate assessments and whose proficient and advanced scores may be used for accountability purposes” under ESEA, none of the documents included with its determination indicate whether or how those participation data are included. In fact, it seems that for that component ED simply averaged the general assessment participation rates for 4th and 8th grade students, resulting in a score of 40% for reading and 63% for mathematics (the latter score should actually be 64%; presumably ED includes a different number due to rounding, but again, this is not clear).
It is extremely difficult for a State to respond to this IDEA determination – or even gauge whether the scoring of the determination is accurate – without being able to view all the data and calculations ED used to generate its scores. This hardly provides the transparency which ED has said is a goal of the movement toward RDA.
II. Policy Objections

In addition to contesting the scoring of California’s RDA components, the State wishes to note its objections to the process by which the RDA metric was adopted, as well as the substantive components and scoring of the metric.
a. The process by which the RDA was adopted offered little opportunity for stakeholder input.
ED announced its intention to move toward a system of results-driven accountability in March of 2012. However, there was little indication what that system would look like, what items would be assessed, or how those items would be scored. On March 26th of this year, ED issued a request for information in the federal register which sought suggestions on “how best to use results data (e.g., performance on assessments, graduation rates, and early childhood outcomes)” in performance assessments.
 The federal register notice and previous blog posts on ED’s website offered little concrete information on which stakeholders could comment, even though ED stated that its goal was to develop the RDA system “in partnership with its stakeholders.”
 While ED indicated that it would use “data related to…[p]articipation in and proficiency on assessments (reported publicly through either statewide assessments or the National Assessment of Educational Progress) in reading/language arts and math,”
 it gave no indication of how heavily the results components would be weighted, how many there would be, or in what combination NAEP and other State data would be used.  
Comments on the Request for Information were due on April 25th. But stakeholders heard nothing more about what the final scoring matrix might look like until the determinations were issued on June 23, 2014. Stakeholders were not given any opportunity to provide feedback on the final matrix or the method by which it was scored. In other words, States were provided a determination – which could significantly impact the amount of federal funds they receive under IDEA in future years – without advance knowledge of the criteria by which they would be assessed or any opportunity to review the data by which they were measured.  
In addition, ED ignored the input of its own stakeholders. In July of 2012, The National Center for Educational Outcomes (NCEO) issued a report entitled “Using Assessment Data as Part of a Results-Driven Accountability System,” drafted by request of Melody Musgrove, the Director of ED’s Office of Special Education Programs. NCEO voiced a number of concerns about using NAEP data for an RDA system, including the uneven participation in the assessment among States and the lack of accommodation options and alternate forms. As a result, NCEO said, “NAEP results are not representative of all IDEA-eligible students.”
 In the same report, NCEO noted that NAEP “does not provide data that could be used to indicate the performance of students with disabilities, but it does provide data that can be used to indicate the relative difficulty of each state’s general assessment.”
 Consequently, NCEO suggested using the results of state assessments, but with a “difficulty level” adjustment based on a comparison to NAEP. The use of actual NAEP scores was not recommended, nor was the use of NAEP participation rates.  
Additionally, the determinations document states that data used in the determinations was captured on April 16th, well before ED published its Request for Information regarding what data it should use – indicating that the agency had already decided what data it would use prior to receiving or even soliciting stakeholder input.

a. The RDA and compliance indicators are scored differently than originally indicated in the federal register notice and, as a result, unfairly penalize California.
Both the scoring for the results components and the amount by which the results and compliance components are weighted differ significantly from the outlines originally provided in the March 2014 federal register notice. The original federal register notice indicated that, within the results matrix, “each data element [would receive] a score between zero and two.”
 Instead, four of the results components, those relating to exclusion from NAEP testing, are scored on a scale between -1 and 2. Meanwhile, the compliance components and the components related to participation on State assessments provide a score of between 0 and 2 points. This means that failure on a compliance component, participation in State assessments, or in addressing the proficiency gap results in no points being awarded to a State, while a failure to meet the standards of the NAEP testing components could penalize the State, resulting in relatively greater weight being placed on only participation in NAEP testing than on other components.  
California understands that ED intends to move toward a system which places significant weight on results. However, this scoring system not only contradicts earlier indications from ED regarding the ratings scale, it also puts significantly more weight on participation in NAEP testing during the first year in which these numbers are used. If California’s performance on the results components were scored according to the metric originally suggested – on a range of 0 to 2 points and notwithstanding the rescoring of other components as suggested above – California would score a total of 6 results points, putting its results performance percentage at 30%. This, in turn, would yield an overall score of 62.725%, removing the State from the “needs intervention” category.
b. The way ED combines compliance and results scores results in unequal treatment between States.

The Federal Register notice also stated that the final determination score would result from “combining all of the points from both [the results and compliance] matrices” and that “[u]sing the cumulative possible number of points from both matrices as the denominator, and using the total number of actual points the State received in the scoring under the individual factors as the numerator, the State’s 2014 determination will be based on the percentage score from both matrices.”
  However, the final scoring matrix which ED used to make the 2014 determinations was not scored this way. Instead, the final State RDA percentages were calculated by adding 50% of the State’s Results Performance Percentage and 50% of the State’s Compliance Performance Percentage (see ED’s determinations document, page 7).  
In computing the final score by adding 50% of each the compliance and results scores, the RDA matrix treats States differently depending on the number of compliance points available to them. Many States have only 20 compliance points available, so an equal comparison with the 20 results points may make mathematical sense. However, California (along with a handful of other States) has 22 compliance points available, of which it earned 21. For States with more compliance points available, this methodology again results in more weight being placed on the results components of the matrix, and less weight being placed on compliance.
If instead, as suggested in the Federal Register notice, a State’s final RDA score were computed using the total number of points earned in the numerator and the total number of points available in the denominator (and notwithstanding the rescoring of components as suggested above), California would score 57.14%.
c. The timing of adoption of the new RDA rubric does not allow States an opportunity to address existing concerns in time to impact next year’s determination.

Though there were some indications provided in the federal register notice that NAEP scores would be included in the new RDA metric, the final metric was not revealed to States until determinations were announced in late June of 2014. At this point, the school year has concluded in most districts in California and across the country, which means students have already taken the Grade 8 NAEP test for this year. Additionally, NAEP does not administer Grade 4 reading and mathematics assessments in 2014, making it unclear what data will be used in next year’s determinations for consistency purposes to assist states’ efforts to improve student outcomes. Therefore, if ED decided to use NAEP scores again for 2015 IDEA determinations (based on assessments administered in 2014), those NAEP scores have already been finalized, which provides a State no opportunity to improve some of the crucial metrics in the RDA matrix, including participation in the NAEP test for CWD.  
Had the final RDA matrix been issued before the NAEP were administered, the State may have been able to encourage districts to administer the NAEP to more CWD, improving its participation rates for the 2014 and possibly the 2015 determinations.  Instead, the State’s focus this year has been the implementation of a new system of State assessments aligned with the Common Core State Standards. Among all the results components, this is the place where California had some of its lowest scores – but it is also one of the easiest issues to remedy, were the State given enough notice. Instead, if the RDA matrix remains the same and California’s NAEP participation rates do not significantly improve, California will once again be penalized for failing to meet a standard against which it was not told that it would be assessed.
d. NAEP data is not an appropriate means of measuring student performance.

The generally accepted purpose of the NAEP is to provide a common metric for comparing general performance across States, not to make high-stakes determinations such as those being made here by ED.  The differences between States regarding accommodations and inclusion of students with disabilities served under both IDEA and Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act, as well as the small sample size, make it inappropriate to use testing data in this way.  In addition, any use of NAEP data should take into consideration the high rate of error that occurs due to the use of sampling rather than testing all students.

As noted above, even in the report ED requested from the NCEO regarding the use of NAEP data, the group asserted that the NAEP “does not provide data that could be used to indicate the performance of students with disabilities, but it does provide data that can be used to indicate the relative difficulty of each state’s general assessment.”
  NAEP data may be used to validate State test scores, but should not be used to measure raw performance.

e. The changing RDA metrics make it impossible for a State to be responsive to negative determinations.
The determination letter sent by Dr. Melody Musgrove, dated June 23, indicates that more changes are ahead for the RDA system. While ED is using participation and proficiency gap data on both the NAEP and Statewide assessments for the 2014 determinations, Musgrove writes, in future years the agency “plan[s] to measure growth on the proficiency of children with disabilities when States have transition to college- and career-ready standards and assessments.” Furthermore, she asserts, “[i]n the future, OSEP plans to use only regular Statewide assessment data, rather than NAEP data, for annual determinations, including data on the growth in proficiency of children with disabilities on Statewide assessments.”  
OSEP’s pattern of continually changing the metric by which States’ performance is assessed, combined with its failure to provide advance notice of how States will be assessed, makes it impossible for States to anticipate or be responsive to changes. In addition, OSEP has indicated that it plans to continue this pattern of changing the RDA metric from year to year in the future – presumably with a similar lack of advance notice. The continual need to pivot from one performance indicator to another keeps the focus on meeting the changing bar of federal compliance rather than on ensuring that individual students receive a high-quality education that is focused on their own abilities and prepares them for matriculating to college or entering the workforce.  
California understands the ED wishes to move to a system which emphasizes a State’s success in educating students with disabilities, and not one which measures strict compliance with the letter of the law alone. The State appreciates this goal and considers it to be an important one. However, the State believes that the process by which the RDA matrix was developed and scored is unfair, is not transparent, and provided insufficient notice and opportunity for correction. If California’s accountability matrix were rescored according the recommendations listed above, the State would receive a score of 7 results points for a Results Performance score of 35%. Totaling the scores by dividing points earned by points available would yield a final percentage of 66.67%, placing the State well within the category of “needs assistance” rather than “needs intervention.”

Please let us know when we will have the opportunity for our hearing on the above issues. 

Sincerely,

Tom Torlakson




Michael W. Kirst
State Superintendent of Public Instruction
President

California Department of Education

California State Board of Education

TT/MK:ac

cc:     Melody Musgrove, Director, Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) 

          Larry Ringer, Associate Division Director, OSEP 

          Susan Murray, OSEP

July 14, 2014

Honorable Tom Torlakson

State Superintendent of Public Instruction

California Department of Education

1430 N Street, Suite 5602

Sacramento, California 95814-5901

Honorable Michael W. Kirst

President

California State Board of Education

1430 N Street, Suite 5111

Sacramento, California 95814-5901

Dear Superintendent Torlakson and President Kirst:

I have received your July 7, 2014 request for a hearing regarding the Department's June 23, 2014 determination that California "needs intervention" under section 616( d) of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) in implementing the requirements of Part B of the IDEA. Under IDEA section 616(d)(2)(B) and its implementing regulation at 34 CFR §300.603(b)(2), the Secretary must provide reasonable notice and an opportunity for a hearing on a determination of needs intervention" made under section 616(d) and its implementing regulations. The hearing consists of an opportunity for the State's representatives to meet with me, the Acting Assistant Secretary for the Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services, to demonstrate why the Department should not make the "needs intervention" determination.

Please be advised that the Department is granting your request for a meeting with me regarding the Department's 2014 IDEA Part B determination for California. Someone from my staff will contact your office to schedule the meeting, which may, at your choice, be conducted in person or by telephone. If you would like the Department to consider supplemental information, we will consider additional information related to the factors that were the bases of the Department's determination of "needs intervention" and which specifically relate to the Federal fiscal year(FFY) 2012 Annual Performance Report (APR) reporting period (i.e., July 1, 2012 through June30, 2013). Please submit that information, if any, within 15 days from the date of this letter. You may request additional time, if needed, to submit that information.

Sincerely,

Michael K. Yudin

Acting Assistant Secretary

cc:  Fred Balcom

       State Director of Special Education
� EMBED MSPhotoEd.3  ���








� In fact, ED does not show its calculations for any of the matrix items which do not rely purely on inputting data directly from NCES or the EDFacts database.  California respectfully requests additional information on the calculations and source data used, and will also be filing a request for this information under the Freedom of Information Act.  


� See, e.g., National Center for Education Statistics, 2013 Mathematics Assessment Report Card: Summary Data Tables for National and State Sample Sizes, Participation Rates, and Proportions of SD and ELL Students Identified.  Available at: � HYPERLINK "http://nationsreportcard.gov/reading_math_2013/files/Tech_Appendix_Math.pdf" ��http://nationsreportcard.gov/reading_math_2013/files/Tech_Appendix_Math.pdf�. 


� National Center for Education Statistics, 2013 Reading Assessment Report Card: Summary Data Tables for National and State Sample Sizes, Participation Rates, and Proportions of SD and ELL Students Identified.  Available at: � HYPERLINK "http://nationsreportcard.gov/reading_math_2013/files/Tech_Appendix_Reading.pdf" ��http://nationsreportcard.gov/reading_math_2013/files/Tech_Appendix_Reading.pdf� 





� Request for Information on the Use of Results Data in Making Determinations Under Sections 616(d)(2) and 642 of the Individuals With Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), 79 Fed. Reg. 16,778 (Mar. 26, 2014).   


� Id.


� Id.


� National Center on Educational Outcomes (NCEO) Core Team, Using Assessment Data as Part of a �Results-Driven Accountability System (Revised Aug.24, 2012).


� Id.


� Request for Information on the Use of Results Data in Making Determinations Under Sections 616(d)(2) and 642 of the Individuals With Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), 79 Fed. Reg. 16,778 (Mar. 26, 2014).   


� Id.  


� National Center on Educational Outcomes (NCEO) Core Team, Using Assessment Data as Part of a �Results-Driven Accountability System (Revised Aug.24, 2012).
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