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Exhibit P-4: The AI’s Draft Goes to a
Hearing
Heather Grizzle · November 9, 2026

An AI-drafted IEP goes to a due process hearing. Set beside the signed plan, the machine's draft
proved what no witness could, and not everything the family claimed.
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ABOUT THIS PIECE

This is the sixth part of NCG's AI x IEP series and the last of its first arc. Part one
followed Nora, a composite Deaf nine-year-old, through an IEP drafted by

software and signed by six people.1 Part two followed the contract her district

signed.2 Part three read what five vendors of AI IEP drafting publish.3 Part four

audited twenty of the district's AI-assisted IEPs.4 Part five handed the audit to
Nora's mother, who asked for the draft, found a paragraph written in her voice
that she never said, and asked for an evaluation of her daughter in American

Sign Language.5 This part follows that request into a due process hearing. Nora,
her mother, Pine Lake Public Schools, the hearing officer and every witness are
fictional, and the decision described here is illustrative. The law, the cases and
the procedure are real.
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EM RESUMO

NCG has found no published special education hearing decision that turns
on an AI-drafted IEP. The first ones are coming, and the rules that will deci‐
de them already exist.

When a parent asks for an independent evaluation at public expense, the dis‐
trict must either pay for it or file for a hearing to prove its own evaluation
was appropriate. That choice is where Pine Lake's dispute with Nora's family
went to a hearing.

At the hearing, the machine's draft did what no witness could. Set beside the
signed plan, it showed which words a person had written, and it outweighed
testimony that the review had been careful.

The draft did not win everything. A draft brought to a meeting is not prede‐
termination by itself, and the hearing officer said so. What it proved was nar‐
rower and more useful: the evaluation never assessed Nora in her language,
and the special factors were never written by anyone who knew her.

The burden of proof decides who a missing draft hurts. In most states the
party who files must prove its case, so a family that cannot get the draft is
usually the one left without evidence.

Districts that keep the draft and the record of review can defend a good revi‐
ew. Districts that keep nothing can defend nothing, including the reviews
they did well.

The Choice on Dana's Desk

Part five ended with a short letter on Dana's desk. Nora's mother disagreed with the
evaluation behind the finding that her daughter had significant delays in receptive and
expressive language, because no one had ever assessed Nora in American Sign Lan‐
guage, and she asked for an independent educational evaluation by an evaluator flu‐

ent in ASL, at public expense.5 Federal rules give a district two choices when that let‐
ter arrives, and a deadline that is not a number of days but a standard: without unne‐
cessary delay, it must either make sure the independent evaluation is provided at pu‐
blic expense or file a due process complaint to show that its own evaluation was ap‐
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• 

• 

• 
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propriate. If the district files and wins, the parent may still get an independent evalua‐

tion, but not at the district's expense.6

Dana's instinct was to pay. She had read the file. She knew the evaluation was three
years old, written by a speech-language pathologist who had since left, and built on as‐
sessments given in spoken and written English with an interpreter in the room. Pine
Lake's counsel saw it differently, and not unreasonably. The district had evaluated
Nora on a schedule, by qualified staff, with an interpreter present, and had used the
same approach for every Deaf student it served. Paying for an outside evaluation be‐
cause a parent disagreed with the language of the assessment would, in counsel's
view, concede that every other Deaf child's evaluation was open to the same objection.
Counsel wanted a hearing officer to say whether the district's practice was appropria‐
te, once, so the district would know.

Dana lost that argument, and she did not pretend otherwise when she called Nora's
mother to tell her. Pine Lake filed its due process complaint eleven days after the let‐
ter arrived. Within the week, Nora's mother filed one of her own, with help from a
lawyer at a nonprofit disability rights office that Teresa, the parent center advocate
from part five, had called on her behalf. Her complaint raised three issues: that the
evaluation had not assessed Nora in her language and mode of communication, that
the IEP team had not considered Nora's language and communication needs as the
special factors rule requires, and that the team had decided the plan before the mee‐
ting, so that her participation was a formality. The hearing officer consolidated the
two complaints. That is how a first draft that took a platform under a minute to gene‐
rate became Exhibit P-4.

How a Dispute Becomes a Hearing

The machinery of a special education hearing is slower than the drafting button and
faster than a lawsuit, and families should know its shape before they enter it. A due
process complaint may raise any matter about the identification, evaluation, place‐
ment or provision of a free appropriate public education, generally within two years of

when the party knew or should have known of the problem.7 When a parent files, the
district must convene a resolution meeting within fifteen days, and the parties have
thirty days to settle before the hearing timeline starts; the hearing officer's decision is

then due forty-five days later unless an extension is granted.8 Pine Lake's resolution
meeting lasted an hour. The district offered to reconvene the IEP team and add a sta‐
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tement about Nora's ASL use to the special factors section. Nora's mother's lawyer
asked whether the district would fund the independent evaluation. It would not, so
there was nothing to resolve.

The path from a parent's complaint to a decision, under federal minimums. States may add steps or
shorten deadlines.

Who has to prove what is decided before anyone testifies. In Schaffer v. Weast, the Su‐
preme Court held in 2005 that the burden of persuasion in a special education hea‐

ring falls on the party seeking relief, which in most hearings is the parent.9 A few sta‐
tes have changed that by statute. New York and New Jersey, for example, put the bur‐

den on the district in most cases.9 Pine Lake's state had not, so the consolidated hea‐
ring split the burden by issue. On the question the district raised, whether its evaluati‐
on was appropriate, the district had to prove it. On the questions Nora's mother rai‐
sed, whether the special factors were considered and whether the plan was decided in
advance, she had to prove them. That split will matter more than anything else in this
piece.

Each side must disclose its evidence to the other at least five business days before the
hearing, and a hearing officer may refuse to admit anything that was not disclosed in

time.10 Nora's mother's lawyer disclosed eleven exhibits. Four of them existed only
because of what had happened in parts four and five: the generated draft with its date,
the documents fed into the generator, the section-by-section comparison Pine Lake's
data coordinator had prepared, and the district's 2019 list of where it kept records, be‐

From complaint to decision
Federal minimums for a parent-filed complaint. States may add steps or shorten deadlines.

Day 0

Complaint filed

Within two years

of the problem

(300.507).

By day 15

Resolution meeting

Required when a

parent files

(300.510).

Day 30

Resolution ends

If unsettled, the

45-day hearing

clock starts.

5 business days out

Evidence disclosed

Anything not shared

in time may be

excluded (300.512).

Day 75

Decision due

45 days after the

resolution period,

unless extended.

+90 days

Appeal window

Either party may

go to court

(300.516).

34 CFR 300.507, 300.510, 300.512, 300.515, 300.516. A district-filed complaint has no resolution meeting. Novara Consulting Group.

Novara Consulting Group
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side the revision Dana had written the week the request came in. The district disclo‐
sed the signed IEP, the three-year-old evaluation, the meeting notes and the case ma‐
nager's progress reports. Neither side disclosed anything from the vendor, because by
then nothing was left in the vendor's logs that was not already in the file.

The Witness and the Draft

The hearing ran two days, in a conference room at the district office with an ASL inter‐
preter for the family and a court reporter making the verbatim record the rules requi‐

re.10 The first witness who mattered was Nora's case manager.

She was a good witness for the district, and she deserved to be. She had carried
twenty-six students across four buildings that year. She had known Nora since second
grade. She had watched Nora sign, and on direct examination she described a girl who
told long stories at lunch and argued about recess rules, which matched what part one

said about her.1 She testified that she had reviewed the generated draft carefully befo‐
re the meeting, that it was consistent with the evaluation and the data in the file, and
that the team had discussed Nora's communication at length. Asked whether she beli‐
eved the team had considered Nora's language and communication needs, she said
yes, without hesitation, and the hearing officer wrote it down.

Then the family's lawyer handed her Exhibit P-4 and the signed IEP and asked her to
put them side by side.

The questions were simple and there were not many of them. Which words in the pre‐
sent levels statement did you write? She had changed "4th grade" to "fourth grade"
and corrected one benchmark score. Which words in the special factors section did
you write? None. The sentence that the team had considered the student's language
and communication needs, and that she would continue to receive services as outli‐
ned, including an interpreter as needed, had been generated two days before the mee‐
ting and signed unchanged. Who wrote the first paragraph of the parent concerns sec‐
tion? She did not know. Had Nora's mother said that she was pleased with the sup‐
ports Nora received? No. She had said the opposite, and her words were in the second
paragraph, added at the meeting. Was there anything in the signed plan that recorded
the discussion of Nora's language she had just described? She looked through it for
some time and said there was not.
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She believed the review
had happened because,
in her memory, it had.

She was not caught in a lie, and the lawyer did not suggest she had told one. She belie‐
ved the review had happened because, in her memory, it had. The meeting had been
long and she remembered talking about ASL. What the draft showed was that none of
that talk had reached the document, that the document was the generator's, and that
the parent's view of her own daughter had been written for her before she arrived.
Part four described the research on what people do with a fluent, finished-looking re‐
commendation from an automated system: they accept it, check it less and miss its er‐

rors, and more so when they are busy.4 The case manager did not need to have read
that research to have lived it. The hearing officer did not need to find that she had
been careless to find that the record did not say what she remembered.

The Evaluation Nobody Gave in
Her Language

The district's case on its own evaluation res‐
ted on the speech-language pathologist who
had replaced the one who wrote it, and on the
claim that the assessments had been administered properly because an interpreter
had been present. The family's case rested on one regulation and one witness.

The regulation requires that assessments used to evaluate a child be provided and ad‐
ministered in the child's native language or other mode of communication and in the
form most likely to yield accurate information on what the child knows and can do,

unless it is clearly not feasible to do so.11 The witness was a Deaf psychologist who
had evaluated Deaf children for two decades, whom the family's lawyer had retained
at the family's expense. She explained to the hearing officer, through the same inter‐
preter the family used, why an English language test administered through an inter‐
preter is not an assessment of a child's language. An interpreter renders the exami‐
ner's English into ASL and the child's ASL into English, so the test measures the
child's English through two translations and her ASL not at all. A finding of significant
delay in receptive and expressive language drawn from that test describes Nora's En‐
glish, which everyone agreed was behind, and says nothing about whether she has a
language delay, which was the claim in the plan.

The district's witness did not dispute this so much as explain it. Pine Lake had no staff
member qualified to assess language in ASL, and no contract with anyone who was.
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That is a common situation and an honest answer. It is also not the standard. The re‐
gulation allows a district to depart from the child's language only when doing otherwi‐
se is clearly not feasible, and an ASL language assessment by a qualified evaluator is
available, at a cost, in every state. The family's psychologist could have done it. So

could the two evaluators Teresa had found within driving distance in part five.5

Here the draft's inputs mattered as much as the draft. Exhibit P-5 listed everything
the generator had been given to write Nora's present levels: last year's IEP, the fall re‐
ading benchmark, two writing samples and the progress notes. All of it was in English,
and none of it came from anyone who had assessed Nora's ASL. The finding of langua‐
ge delay had been made by an evaluator three years earlier, carried by people into two
IEPs, and carried by a machine into the third. The inputs showed that the machine
had been given nothing that could have corrected it, and the comparison showed that
no person had corrected it either.

What the Draft Did Not Prove

The family did not win everything, and the part they lost is the part every district law‐
yer reading this series should study.

Nora's mother's third issue was predetermination: that Pine Lake had decided the
plan before the meeting, so that the meeting served only to ratify it. The law on this is
well developed and not hostile to drafts. In N.L. v. Knox County Schools, the Sixth Cir‐
cuit said that school evaluators may prepare reports and come to the meeting with
pre-formed opinions about the best course of action, as long as they are willing to lis‐
ten to the parents and the parents have the opportunity to make objections and sug‐

gestions.12 In Deal v. Hamilton County, the same court found predetermination whe‐

re a district had an unofficial policy that made the meeting a formality.12 The Eleventh
Circuit put the line plainly: a district may not come into an IEP meeting with closed

minds.12 Hearing officers apply those cases both ways. In January 2026, a California
administrative law judge found that Palo Alto Unified had predetermined a student's
program and denied the parents meaningful participation, while noting that district

personnel may bring a draft IEP to the meeting.13 In 2024, a Florida administrative
law judge found no predetermination where witnesses credibly testified that school

members came to the meeting with open minds.13
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On this issue Nora's mother carried the burden, and the record cut both ways. The
draft showed that the plan had been generated before the meeting and signed almost
unchanged. It also showed, in the second paragraph of the parent concerns section,
that she had spoken, that the team had heard her, and that something she said had
been written down. The hearing officer found that a generated draft brought to a mee‐
ting is a draft, that the team had not refused to listen, and that the predetermination
claim failed. She added a paragraph that Pine Lake will be reading for some time. The
district's own document, she wrote, attributed to the parent views that the parent did
not hold and had contradicted at the meeting, and the district offered no explanation
of how that paragraph came to be there beyond the generator. That did not make the
meeting a sham. It did bear on how much weight she gave to the district's description
of the meeting, and she gave it less.

This is the most important thing the hearing showed, and it runs against the easy ver‐
sion of this series. An AI-drafted IEP is not a procedural violation in itself. A district
that generates a draft, brings it to the meeting, listens and changes it has done what
the law allows. The draft becomes dangerous to a district only when the record shows
that nothing changed where something should have, and that is a question about the
review, not the tool.

The Decision

The decision arrived nineteen days after the hearing closed. It ran thirty-one pages,
and its three holdings fit in a table.
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The hearing officer's rulings in the consolidated Pine Lake hearing, illustrati‐
ve

Issue Who
had to
prove
it

Finding Remedy

District's
evaluati‐
on appro‐
priate

The dis‐
trict

Not appropriate: Nora's lan‐
guage was never assessed in
ASL and no showing that do‐
ing so was not feasible

Independent evaluation
by an evaluator fluent in
ASL at public expense

Special
factors
conside‐
red

The pa‐
rent

Violation: the record shows
no consideration of language
and communication needs
beyond a generated sentence
signed unchanged

Team to reconvene wi‐
thin 30 days of the eva‐
luation and write the
special factors and com‐
munication plan from it

Plan deci‐
ded befo‐
re the
meeting

The pa‐
rent

Not proven: the draft was a
draft and the parent's view
was heard and recorded

None; the parent con‐
cerns paragraph to be
removed as the district
had already agreed

Source: Fictional decision; issues, standards and remedies drawn from 34 CFR 300.304, 300.324,
300.502 and 300.513

On the evaluation, the district had the burden and could not carry it. The regulation
required assessment in Nora's language unless that was clearly not feasible, the dis‐
trict conceded it had never tried, and the family's psychologist showed that it was fea‐

sible. The hearing officer ordered the independent evaluation at public expense.6

On the special factors, the burden was the parent's, and the draft carried it for her.
The rule requires the team to consider the language and communication needs of a
child who is deaf or hard of hearing, her opportunities for direct communication with
peers and professionals in her language and communication mode, her academic level
and her full range of needs, including opportunities for direct instruction in her lan‐

guage and mode.14 The case manager testified that the team had considered these
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things. The hearing officer found her sincere. She also found that the only evidence of
consideration in the IEP was a sentence produced by software before the meeting,
that it named no language, no peers, no mode of instruction and no communication
plan newer than two years old, and that the case manager had confirmed under oath
that no one had changed it. A procedural violation supports a finding that a child was
denied a free appropriate public education only if it impeded the child's right to one,
significantly impeded the parents' opportunity to participate, or caused a deprivation

of educational benefit.15 The hearing officer found the first: a plan for a Deaf child that
never considers her language cannot be reasonably calculated to enable her to make
progress appropriate in light of her circumstances, which is what the Supreme Court

requires of every IEP.16 She ordered the team to reconvene within thirty days of recei‐
ving the independent evaluation and to write the special factors and a current commu‐
nication plan from it.

The decision did not award compensatory services. The family's lawyer had asked for
direct ASL instruction and a Deaf mentor to make up for the year, and the hearing of‐
ficer found the request reasonable but premature until the evaluation showed what
Nora actually needed. She left it to the reconvened team, with the family's right to re‐
turn to a hearing if the team could not agree. Either party had ninety days to take the

decision to court.17 Neither did.

The Hearing Pine Lake Did Not Have

Nora's family had a draft because Pine Lake had audited before anyone asked, and the

audit had pulled her draft out of a vendor's ninety-day log while it still existed.4 Part

four found that eight of the twenty sampled drafts at Pine Lake were already gone.4 It
is worth running the same hearing with one of those eight.

The case manager testifies that she reviewed the generated draft carefully and that the
team discussed the child's communication at length. The family's lawyer asks which
words she wrote. She does not know, and neither does anyone else, because the draft
is gone and the platform kept only the edited text. The special factors section reads
the same as Nora's. The family says it reads like a template. The district says the case
manager wrote it from her knowledge of the child, and there is no document that says
otherwise. On the special factors issue the parent has the burden, and the only eviden‐
ce of what happened is the memory of the person whose review is in question. In most

Page 11 of 18



states, that family loses an issue Nora's family won, not because the facts were diffe‐
rent but because the record was.

Five questions a hearing officer will ask about an AI-drafted IEP. With the draft kept, each has an
answer on paper. Without it, most rest on the memory of the person whose review is in question.

That is the outcome no one in this series has wanted, and the law does not prevent it.
In some states, as noted above, the district carries the burden, and there a missing

draft cuts the other way.9 If a case reaches federal court, the civil rules give a judge to‐
ols when electronically stored information that should have been preserved is lost:
measures to cure the prejudice when the loss was careless, and an instruction that the
lost information was unfavorable when the party acted with intent to deprive the

other side of it.17 Those tools exist for the moment a family can show the draft once
existed and was lost after the district should have kept it. Part five described when

that moment begins: on the day a records request arrives, nothing may be destroyed.5

Before that day, a district that lets a log run out has broken no rule anyone has yet en‐
forced. It has only made sure that, if a family ever challenges a plan, the district's best
evidence will be a witness's confidence.

What the record could prove
The same five questions at a hearing, with the machine's draft in the file and without it.

With the draft kept Without it

Did a machine draft the plan?
Yes, dated two days

before the meeting

Witness says yes;

no document

Which words did a person write?
Two edits in present

levels; none elsewhere
Unknown

Who wrote the special factors?
Generator; signed

unchanged

Case manager says she

did; nothing to check

Did the parent say the parent concerns?
No; generated before

she arrived

Her word against

the document

What was the language finding built on?
English-only inputs,

listed in the file
Not recorded

Illustrative, from the fictional Pine Lake hearing. The party with the burden of proof is the one left with nothing when the record is empty. Novara Consulting Group.

Novara Consulting Group; illustrative
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That confidence is often justified. Two of the four case managers part four's audit
found with unchanged special factors had in fact discussed language at length with the

family and simply not written it down.4 A district that keeps the draft and a record of
what the team did with it can prove those good reviews. A district that keeps nothing
cannot tell them apart from the bad ones, and neither can a hearing officer.

What Every District Should Have Before the Complaint

A hearing is the most expensive way for a district to learn what its records say, and ne‐
arly everything Pine Lake needed could have been in place for the cost of a policy and
a contract clause. Part two proposed seven clauses for the vendor contract, part four

an annual audit, and part five a records list that names where drafts are kept.2 The he‐
aring adds three practical lessons for anyone who may sit at the district's table.

The first is to keep the draft with the plan. A generated draft filed in the student's re‐
cord is evidence for the district as often as against it, because it is the only document
that can show a person changed something. The second is to write down the review,
briefly and in the plan itself, where the law requires judgment about a particular child:
a sentence in the special factors section that names the child's language and what the
team decided about it, a parent concerns section in the parent's own words, a dated
communication plan. None of that requires software to be turned off. All of it requires
a person to type something the generator could not have known. The third is to treat a
request for an independent evaluation as a question about the evaluation, not about
precedent. Pine Lake's counsel wanted a ruling on the district's practice and got one,
at the cost of a hearing, the family's lawyer's fees if the family is found to have prevai‐

led, and a written decision that the practice was not appropriate.18 The evaluation
would have cost less.

FOR FAMILIES

A hearing is not the first step. Most disputes like this one end at an IEP meeting,
a records request or a state complaint, and the federal rules give families free or
low-cost help through each state's Parent Training and Information Center. If a
dispute does go to a hearing, the evidence in this piece only exists if someone
asked for it early. Send the records request from part five before the next mee‐
ting, not after the next complaint.
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A Draft Is Not a Decision

In February, a psychologist fluent in ASL spent two mornings with Nora. Her report
described a child with age-appropriate language, rich narrative skill and a vocabulary
in ASL well ahead of her English, and an English literacy gap of the kind expected in a
bilingual Deaf child who had not been taught to read through the language she alre‐
ady had. It recommended direct instruction in ASL and English as a second written
language, regular access to signing peers and adults, and an interpreter qualified at a
stated level for the instruction she received in English. In March, the IEP team recon‐
vened. The case manager wrote the special factors section herself, from the report, in
the meeting, with Nora's mother reading it as she typed. The finding of significant lan‐
guage delay, which had been carried by people and by a machine for three years, was
not in the new plan.

The platform was used for that meeting too. It drafted the accommodations list and
the progress reporting schedule, and the team kept most of what it wrote, because
most of it was right. The draft was filed with the plan, the way Dana's memo in part
four had required. No one at Pine Lake turned anything off.

The first arc of this series ends where it began, with a file in a district office describing
a child. Six parts ago, the file described a child who did not exist, in fluent sentences
no one could trace. It now contains the machine's draft, the inputs it was given, a com‐
parison showing what people changed, a parent's own words in the section meant for
them, an evaluation in the child's language and a special factors section written by a
person who read it. Nothing in that list required a new law, a new product or a ban. It
required a district to keep what it made and a family to ask for it. The record is not the
child, a draft is not a decision, and a review that leaves nothing behind cannot be de‐
fended, even when it was done well.
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NÃO É ACONSELHAMENTO JURÍDICO

This piece describes special education hearing procedures and how NCG reads
them as applied to AI-drafted IEPs. Nora, her mother, Teresa, Pine Lake, its
staff, the witnesses, the hearing officer and the decision are fictional; real decisi‐
ons are cited in the notes. State procedures and burdens of proof vary. Families
should contact their state's Parent Training and Information Center or an attor‐
ney, and districts their own counsel, before relying on any reading here. NCG
does not evaluate, endorse or rank any IEP platform.

☐ Districts: file every generated draft with the signed IEP and keep it as long as the
IEP.

☐ Districts: write the special factors, any communication plan and the parent con‐
cerns in the meeting, in words a generator could not have produced.

☐ Districts: answer a request for an independent evaluation on the merits of the eva‐
luation, not on what paying would concede.

☐ Families: send the records request before the next IEP meeting, and ask the district
to preserve everything while it is open.

☐ Families: compare the draft with the signed plan and keep the comparison.

☐ Families: if a finding rests on testing that did not use your child's language, say so
in writing and ask for an independent evaluation.

☐ Families: before any hearing, find out from your state's Parent Training and Infor‐
mation Center who has the burden of proof in your state.

TIPS

Know something about a sign language AI system that the public should know?
Send it to tips@novaracg.com. Every tip is read by me and kept confidential. If
you work in the UK, writing to us is not by itself a protected disclosure under the
Public Interest Disclosure Act 1998, so before you share employer information,
check your options with Protect (protect-advice.org.uk), the free whistleblowing
advice line.
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front and cross-examine witnesses and compel their attendance, to prohibit
evidence not disclosed at least five business days before the hearing, and to a
written or electronic verbatim record). https://www.ecfr.gov/current/ti‐
tle-34/section-300.512

34 CFR 300.304(c)(1)(ii) (assessments provided and administered in the
child's native language or other mode of communication and in the form
most likely to yield accurate information on what the child knows and can
do, unless clearly not feasible). https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-34/secti‐
on-300.304

N.L. v. Knox County Schools, 315 F.3d 688 (6th Cir. 2003); Deal v. Hamilton
County Board of Education, 392 F.3d 840 (6th Cir. 2004); R.L. v. Miami-
Dade County School Board, 757 F.3d 1173 (11th Cir. 2014).

Parents on behalf of Student v. Palo Alto Unified School District, California
Office of Administrative Hearings Case No. 2025070906, decision of 22 Ja‐
nuary 2026. https://www.dgs.ca.gov/-/media/Divisions/OAH/Special-Edu‐
cation/SE-Decisions/2026/01---Jan/2025070906-AccMod.pdf; Petitioner v.
St. Johns County School Board, Florida Division of Administrative Hearings
Case No. 24-0326E, final order of 28 May 2024. https://www.fldoe.org/file/
10992/24-0326.pdf

34 CFR 300.324(a)(2)(iv) (special factors for a child who is deaf or hard of
hearing). https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-34/section-300.324

34 CFR 300.513(a) (decisions on substantive grounds; a procedural violation
may support a finding that a child did not receive FAPE only if it impeded
the child's right to FAPE, significantly impeded the parents' opportunity to
participate, or caused a deprivation of educational benefit). https://
www.ecfr.gov/current/title-34/section-300.513

Endrew F. v. Douglas County School District RE-1, 580 U.S. 386 (2017).

34 CFR 300.516(a)-(b) (civil action within 90 days of the hearing decision, or
a state's own timeline); Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 37(e) (measures for
lost electronically stored information that should have been preserved, inclu‐
ding an adverse inference only on a finding of intent to deprive).
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34 CFR 300.517 (attorneys' fees for a prevailing parent, in a court's discreti‐
on). https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-34/section-300.517
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